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Current Topics. 


Solicitors and Lord Haldane’s Bills. 

Ir APPEARS from resolutions recently passed by the Council 
of the Law Society and the Associated Provincial Law Societies 
that the principles of the Lord Chancellor’s Real Property and 
Conveyancing Bills are likely to receive the support of the 
solicitor branch of the profession. Last month the Council 
passed the following resolution :— 


On the recommendation of the Land Transfer Committee it was 
resulved as follows :-— 

That in the opinion of this Council the Lord Chancellor should be 
asked to be good enough to incorpvrate the Law of Real Propert 
and Convey:ncing Bills*into one Bill, and that in the event ot this 
Leing done the Counci. are prepared to support the Bill, subject to 
such amendments with regard to detail as may upon further con- 
sideration appear to be desirable. Further, that the Bills be referred 
back to tie Commitiee with power to confer with the Provincial 
Law So ‘ieties, and to take ak steps in the matter as they consider 
to be proper. . 

It was further resolved that a Memorandum which had been pre- 
pared Ly the Committee, explaining the present position with regard 
to the Lord Chancellor's Bills, be forwarded to each of the Provine al 
Law Societies and circulated among the Council. 

And last week, at a meeting of the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies, at which representatives from most of the Law Societies 
in the country were present, the following resolution was carried 
unanimously : 

“That, having regard to the cireumstances stated in the memo- 
randum recently prepared by the Land Transfer Committee of the 
Law Society and to the memoiandum prefacing the two Bills, this 
meeting, without pledging itself to details, recommends that the 
principles embodied in the Real Preperty and Conveyancing Bills 
introduced into the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor in July, 
1913, be supported by the profession, subject to the suggestion 
made by the Council of the Law Society that the Lord Chancellor 
be asked to incorporate the two Bills in one being complied with,” 


| The Suggested Amalgamation of the Bills. 
HAVING REGARD to what is known as to the origin of the 


| Bills it has been generally expectéd that this support would be 
jgiven. The suggestion for incorporating the two Bills into one 
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is to a certain extent useful, and it will avoid some of the com- 
lications to which the separetion of the two Bills gives rise. 
Thus, as we have already pointed out (ante, p. 46), the Con- 
veyancing Bill, if it becomes law, will make certain provisions 
of the Real Property Bill inapplicable, and accordingly they are 
inserted only to be at once repealed ; and the provisions as to 
settlements contained in the Conveyancing Bill should not be 
divorced from the amendments of the Settled Land Acts con- 
tained in Part I. of the Real Property Bill. At the same time 
there is the danger that the Bills, if amalgamated, will become 
too unwieldy, and there are certain parts which admit of separate 
treatment and which might perhaps be cut out. The proposed 
abolition of special tenures is already, it seems, arousing 
opposition in Kent, and there is no need to combine this with 
the quite different question of the change of conveyancing prac- 
tice embodied in the Conveyancing Bill. 


The Bar Annual Meeting, 


THE ANNUAL general meeting of the bar, which took place 
at the Inner Temple Hall on Friday afternoon last week, was 
certainly not in the least an exciting occasion. Sir JOHN SIMON, 
who presided for the first time as Attorney-General and there- 
fore titular head of the bar, made a very brief speech, in which 
he rather ingeniously suggested that the Bar Council was now 
an “Imperial” institution. But since the ground of this 
suggestion turned out to be simply that the bar of New South 
Wales had asked and received the opinion of our Bar Council on 
two occasions during the past year upon points of legal etiquette, 
the inference drawn by Sir JOHN seems rather out of proportion 
to the facts. Then Mr. P. O. Lawrence, K.C., in his capacity 
of chairman of the Bar Council, moved and seconded that body’s 
report. He mentioned the dealings of the Council with certain 
Bills affecting the legal profession considered by them last year, 
a subject on which we have already commented, and said a few 
words of a general nature about the Lord Chancellor’s Convey- 
ancing and Real Property Bills. But no discussion upon these 
measures, important though every lawyer deems them, or indeed 
upon any other topic, took place: an interesting corroboration 
of the criticism passed on the bar meeting by those persons who 
deem it a more or less futile occasion. The only other business 
consisted in some compliments to the Law Officers and ex-Law 
Officers at present in the House of Commons. Sir Epwarp 
CLARKE performed this pleasing duty. But Sir Joun Simon, 
we should fancy, must be tired now of hearing his own praises 
sounded. Inthe night watches he must sometimes wake and 
remember the fate of Aristides, whom all men united to eall 
the “ Just.” 


The Swiney Prize. 


LAWYERS WHO have learned their law within the last twenty 
years will not be surprised at finding that the Swiney Trustees 
have awarded to the Solicitor-General of New Zealand, Mr. 
SaLmonD, K.C., the Swiney Prize for jurisprudence. For Mr. 
SALMOND’S work on Torts has leaped in a very few years into 
the position of a great common law classic: it ranks with the 
work of Sir FRepEricK PoLLock and the late Mr. Beven’s 
treatise on Negligence. Among Mr. SALMon’s predecessors who 
have received this award are to be found Sir Henry 
MAINE, Sir Roperr Puititiorg, Dr. HoLianp, Professor 
MAITLAND, and Sir Freperick PoLLock. It is one of two 
similar awards which were founded by a medical man, Dr. SWINEY, 
in 1844. The founder left two sums of £5,000 each, one of 
which went to the British Museum for certain scientific objects ; 
the interest of the other was to be applied in awarding every 
five years a sum of money tothe author of the best published 
work on Jurisprudence. It is for his treatise on Jurisprudence, 


therefore, and not his technical book on the English law of Torts, 
that the prize is theoretically awarded ; but no doubt the latter 
zaost admirable book had full weight with the adjudicators. The 
latter, curiously enough, are not lawyers, but the Society of Arts 
and the Royal College of Physicians acting conjointly. The 
prize, accordingly, is given in alternate quinquenniums for works 
on medical and general jurisprudence. 





Safety at Sea. 

IN ONE respect the Report of the International Conference for 
Securing Safety of Life at Sea, convened last year by His Majesty’s 
Government on the suggestion of the German Emperor, and pre- 
sided over by Lord Mersey, is a disappointment. Most 
maritime lawyers hoped that the Conference would at least 
attempt to revise the International Collision Regulations, and 
bring up todate a code devised under conditions different from 
those of to-day ; so rapidly does progress in naval construction 
make old rules obsolete. But this the Conference found impossible, 
inasmuch as not all the States who were parties to the present 
Regulations were represented at the proceedings. The repre- 
sentatives of theStates actually taking part, however, have advised 
their Governments to bring about a revision on five points ; so 
that something, at any rate, has commenced tw be done. The 
actual work of the Conference, which was divided into five sub- 
committees, has been the drafting of an important Convention 
which is recommended to all the represented States by their 
plenipotentiaries as the basis of legislation to be introduced in 
their respective countries. The Convention contains seventy- 
four articles, to which are annexed, in the diplomatic fashion 
popularized by the French, a réglement or commentary covering 
sixty printed pages ; but this will not be officially published until 
the 15th of February. At present, therefore, we cannot eomment 
on proposals which may lead in the near future to the drafting of 
a new Merchant Shipping Act, or at least another Maritime 
Convention Act with drastic provisions. 


Joinder of Counts in Indictments. 

THE TRIAL in Rex v. Lockett and Others, in which the prisoners 
were charged with stealing a valuable pearl neck'!ace, was 
followed with much interest by the public, but this interest could 
hardly extend to the arguments in the Court of Criminal Appeal. 
The indictment contained six counts, two of them, for which the 
prisoners were convicted, for offences under the Post Office Act, 
1908, and the others for offences under the Larceny Acts. At 
the trial an application was made to the presiding judge 
(LAWRENCE, J.) to quash the indictment, or to put the prosecution 
to their election upon which of the counts for felony they would 
proceed ; but the learned judge rejected the application. The de- 
fendants appealed. The Court of Criminal Appeal (Isaacs, L.C.J., 
Bray and Lusu, JJ.) dismissed the appeals, holding that there 
was no fixed rule of law preventing the trial of separate and 
distinct felonies in one indictment, but that it was for the judge 
to consider, in the exercise of his discretion, whether the form cf 
the indictment was calculated to embarrass the defence so as to 
make it expedient to require the prosecution to select the counts 
on which they would proceed. The prictice with regard to the 
form of indictments is discussed in the report of the Criminal 
Law Commission presented in 1878. It is there stated that the law 
of indictments is in the objectionable form of unwritten rules, 
and that although these rules have been considerably relaxed in 
practice, the effect of them is that indictments run to a most 
inordinate length, and become at once so long and so intricate that 
it is hardly possible to understand them. Hence, in practice, no 
one reads them but the counsel who draw and the clerks who copy 
them. We may add that this system is legally still in full force, 
except so far as it has been relaxed by a few provisions of Acts of 
Parliament, and that. the rule as to what is called the joinder of 
counts, that is, as to including more charges than one in the 
same indictment, remains unaltered. The decision of the Court 
of Criminal Appeal is a salutary one, inasmuch as it takes our 
criminal procedure some steps in the same direction as 
that taken many years ago in civil causes by the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852, and by the Judicature Rules, which allow the 
plaintiff to unite in the same action several causes of action ; 
though if it appears to the court that any such causes of action 
cannot be conveniently tried or disposed ot together, it may 
order seperate trials of any of such causes of action, or make 
such other order as may be necessary or expedient for the 
separate disposal thereof. 


Duplication of Inquiries. 


WHEN DEALING recently with the inquests consequent on the 
Aisgill accident, we pointed out the inconvenience caused 
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by the duplication of simultaneous but independent inquires of a 
public nature in our system of legal administration. In that 
case the actual inconvenience arose from the fact that (1) three 
separate coroners’ juries in different counties had to find verdicts, 
(2) the Board of Trade had to hold an investigation into the 
railway collision, and (3) there followed a preliminary investi- 
gation of the magistrates into the charge of manslaughter against 
the driver of one train. A similar, although less complicated, 
difficulty has arisen out of the Senghenydd Colliery disaster. 
When the coroner for East Glamorgan commenced his inquest 
into the causes of a pit explosion which had resulted in a number 
of casualties, he was informed by a representative of the Home 
Office that it could not assist him in the customary way by 
furnishing him with its expert evidence and the conclusions of its 
experts as to the origin of the explosion. The reason for this 
refusal is simple and very reasonable. The Home Office, acting 
on the request of the miners’ representative, had decided to 
hold a formal investigation of its own into the cause of the acci- 
dent at which witnesses would be called and evidence taken. If its 
representatives committed themselves to one opinion at the 
inquest, the Chief Inspector of Mines, when holding the formal 
investigation later on, might be deemed to be already committed 
by the view his subordinates had expressed at the inquest. 
Curiously enough, it is the same statute, namely, the Coal Mines 
Act, 1911, which by its provisions, replacing those of the Act of 
1887, creates both difficulties. By section 84 (5) that Act em- 
powers the Inspector to attend at the inquest and examine wit- 
nesses, thereby creating the practice in accordance with which the 
Home Office is expected to produce a theory of the explosion at that 
inquest. But section 83 of the same Act provides also for the 
formal investigation by the Home Office under an Order of the 
Secretary of State if he so chooses. Probably the statute 
intended the proceedings to be alternative, but it overlooked the 
fact that a formal investigation by the Home Office could not 
relieve the coroner of his duty when death resulted. The 
solution of all these complications, it is suggested, would be a 
simple amendment of the Coroners Act, relieving the coroner 


‘of his duty to hold an inquest whenever a Government Depart- 


ment or the magistrates are simultaneously engaged in holding 
a formal and open inquiry into the circumstances which have 
resulted in the death of a human being. 


Hire-Purchase Agreements. 


THe Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, has been 
described by Mr. Justice DARLING as an Act of Parliament whose 
meaning it is impossible to discover. This is probably much too 
severe a judgment upon a not very well drafted statute, but 
certainly there are some difficulties in its interpretation. One of 
these is to be found in section 4. The object of the statute 
was to extend the protection given to lodgers by the Lodgers’ 
Goods Protection Act, 1871, against the levy of distress on 
their goods when their immediate landlord is in default 
with his rent to his own landlord. This protection is, by 
the later statute, extended to certain under-tenants and to 
strangers in general, provided they have no beneficial interest 
in the tenancy, and provided that the tenant in default 
has no beneficial interest in the protected party’s goods. But 
numerous exceptions or qualifications are introduced in a rather 
cumbrous way, and in particular by section 4 it is enacted : 
“This Act shall not apply (1) to goods comprised 
in any 2 hire-purchase agreement made by 
such tenant.” At first sight there seems no difficulty here ; yet 
these words have resulted in some half-dozen High Court cases. 
In particular there are three reported decisions upon the 
question as to when goods are ‘‘ comprised,” or not comprised, in a 
hire-purchase agreement. Two oi these decisions are in direct con- 
flict, namely, London Furnishing Co. v. Solomon (28 T. L. R. 265), 
and the Hackney Furnishing Co. v. Watts (28 T. L. R 417). 
In each of these cases the substantial facts were that 
the tenant had possession of goods originally scheduled 
in a hire-purchase agreement, that he bad made default in 
paying for them by instalments, and that under the agree- 
ment his interest in the furniture was to cease on such 
default, so that the owner could seize them. Under thees 





circumstances, in the first case, a Divisional Court, presided over 
by Mr. Justiee DARLING, took the view that the hire-purchase 
agreement had terminated as the result of the tenant’s default in 
paying an instalment ; hence the goods were no longer “ com- 
prised” in a hire-purchase agreement ; therefore they did not 
come within the exveption in section 4 and retained the protection 
conferred on strangers by the Act. In the second case a 
Divisional Court, of which Mr. Justice BRAY was a member, 
took the diametrically opposite view. They held that by virtue 
of the default the bailment had terminated, but the agreement 
was still in existence for the purpose of determining the rights 
and liabilities of the parties. to it. Hence the goods were still 
“comprised ” in the hire-purchase agreement although the bail- 
ment was at an end. This second decision, which at the time 
was recognized as curing the error in the former, has commended 
itself also to another Divisional Court in the recent case of Jay’s 
Furnishing Co. v. Brand & Co. (Times, 5th inst.), so that 
London Furnishing Co. v. Solomon may be regarded as definitely 
overruled. 
Contractual Negligence of a Local Authority. 
MODERN CONTRACTS, as the late Professor MAITLAND and Sir 
FREDERICK PoLiock have taught us, arise out of three old 
common law actions, namely, the action of debt, that of covenant, 
and that of asswmpsit. The last is the form of action when 
unliquidated damages are claimed for breach of contract, and is 
in origin an action in tort, for originally asswmpsit was a form of 
trespass on the case. The defendant was liable at first only for 
malfeasance, or wilful trespass in the performance of his contract ; 
next for misfeasance or negligence ; and only as the final stage in 
a long evolution for non-feasance, or omission to perform his 
contractual duty at all. The result is that the spheres of tort and 
contract overlap ; there are forms of conduct which are actionable 
both in tort and in contract. Now, by section 1 of the Public 
Authorities Protection Act 1893, a very special privilege is 
conferred on persons or corporations who have acted fortiously 
in the performance of some statutory or common law public 
duty ; they cannot be subjected to civil liability unless proceedings 
are commenced against them within six months of this default. 
“* Where any action _is commenced in the 
United Kingdom,” so runs the section, “ against any person for any 
act done in pursuance, or execution, or intended execution of any 
Act of Parliament, or of any public duty or authority, or in respect 
of any alleged neglect or default in the execution of any such 
act, duty, or authority . . the action shall not lie ‘ 
unless it is commenced within six months next after the act, 
neglect, or default complained of.” Now it is well settled law 
that this statutory privilege refers only to tortious acts or 
omissions on the part of, the public authority, although it may 
include such acts when the proceedings are really for a tort, 
although framed in quasi-contract. Thus, where an action for 
money had and received is used to recover moneys obtained by 
fraud or duress, the gist of the action is tort although its form is 
a fictitious contract ; and so the statute applies to protect the 
defendant authority. But what is the rule when a statutory 
undertaker, such as a corporation supplying gas under a private 
Act, performs its commercial contracts in such a negligent way 
as to make itself liable for negligent breach of contract ? This 
question has just come before a Divisional Court on appeal 
the from Bradford county court in Myers v. Bradford Corporation 
(Times, December ~11th) ; and owing to the court being equally 
divided has been decided in favour of the corporation’s claim to 
exemption, on the ground that the action really sounds in tort. 
But we confess there is much to be said for the view of Mr. 
Justice LusH, who delivered the dissenting judgment, that acts 
incidental to the carrying out of a commercial contract cannot 
reasonably be regarded as acts done in furtherance of a public 
duty. 








A pamphlet has just been issued by the council of the Chartered 
Institute it Poteet Agente, Staple Inn-buildings, London, W.C., con 
taining observations against the resolution of the Manchester Chamber 
of Commerce to be dealt with at the March meeting of the Asso- 
ciated Chambers of Commerce. The Manchester Chamber is promoting 
a strong agitation to make the law as to compulsory working of patent 
more drastic. 
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The Evolution of Martial Law. 


CONSTITUTIONAL law is somewhat in the same position as the 
rules of equity. It is not exactly an elastic system; its main 
principles are part of the common law of England and have been 
worked out long ago ; they may fairly be regarded as settled. 
But on the other hand it is neither a dead system, nor what 
physicists would call a “ closed circuit.” It is undergoing even 
to<lavy achange and a development. Much that is written on this 
subject in such classic works as Dicey’s Law of the Constitution 
must be regarded as obsolete. Quite recently, indeed, the famous 
and much criticized decision of the Judicial Committee in Attorney- 
General v. Marais (1902, A. C. 109) has produced new views in 
connection with the status of military tribunals which take upon 
themselves the administration of justice in times of war. It also, 
we may add, shewed the necessity of dissentient judgments in 
that tribunal heing allowed proper expression, so that the public 
and the profession may be in a position to appraise at its true 
value the decision of the majority. 


The germ of this evolution, however, is contained in the 
common law, and it is worth while to trace briefly its stages. 
In the days of Sir Epwarp Coke there still existed the Court 
of Chivalry or Court Martial held before the Lord High 
Constable and Earl Marshal of England. It is described by 
that great source of information on the institutions of our 
country as the “ Fountain of Marshal Law” (4 Inst., c. 17, par. 
123). Springing from the Curia Legis, this tribunal originally 
dealt with the “offences and miscarriages of soldiers contrary to 
the laws and rules of the army” (Hale’s History of Common 
Law, p. 40). In other words, its jurisdiction was similar to that 
given by the Mutiny Act to-day to those military tribunals 
which enforce military law upon soldiers «as distinct from 
civilians. But there soon was manifested in this court a tendency 
to encroach upon the province of the common law; an all 
but universal tendency on the part of English courts in the 
Middle Ages when the maxim Roni Jwiicis est ampliare juris- 
dictionem was the guiding principle of judges paid by fees and 
not by means of a fixed salary. To restrain this tendency two 
statutes were passed: 8 Richard 2, ¢. 5 (1384), and 13 
Richard 2, c. 2 (1389); and accordingly from that time on to the 
epoch of the Puritan Revolution the jurisdiction of the court 
seems to have been confined to (1) trial in times of peace of 
treasons and homicides committed outside the realms, and (2) the 
maintenance of order and good government in times of war in 
accordance with certain Rules and Orders proclaimed by the 
King on the advice of the Constable and Marshal. 


In the age of the Stuarts, however, this mode of exercising 
the Royal Prerogative, like many others, underwent limitation. 
Martial law was declared illegal by the Petition of Right (1628). 
CokE would have none of it. “If a lieutenant or other that hath 
commission of marshall,” he says, “in time of peace hang or 
otherwise execute any man by colour of marshall law, this is 
murder, for this is against Magna Carta” (3 Inst., ¢. 7, par. 
52). Indeed, under the Hanoverians this abhorrence of martial 
law led to a still stricter view among lawyers. It became 
generally accepted that oven in times of war a court martial had 
no jurisdiction to oust the ordinary courts of law. If the civil 
courts are sitting a writ of Habeas Corpus will issue directing 
release of any prisoner detained by sentence of court martial 
(Wolf Tone’s Case, 1798) ; and though they are suspended by actual 
hostilities, since inter arma leges silent, yet on the close of war 
they will entertain an action brought against the members 
of a military teibunal by a person who has suffered punishment 
at its hands. Such was the view held by Dicey and other con- 
stitutional writers, until in Marais’ case (supra) the Privy 
Council Committee by a majority cut down this principle in 1902. 
So long as war actually exists, and a Proclamation of the Crown 
declares any area of British territory to be under Martial Law—so 
that decision laid down—the jurisdiction of the ordinary courts is 
ousted, whether or not they are sitting. When the war is over 
and the Proclamation withdrawn, of course, then the jurisdic- 
tion of the courts to entertain proceedings for acts done under 





colour of Martial Law revives, unless an Act of Indemnity has 
meanwhile been passed. 

In time of peace, however, what is the situation? Can a 
proclamation of Martial Law be legally issued to deal with a 
possibility of a mere civil commotion such as may be appre- 
hended from a general strike? If it purports to oust the civil 
courts from jurisdiction to try acts committed under its cover 
while the proclaimation is in force, ought those courts to 
recognise that their jurisdiction has been legally ousted ? 
The answer seems to be quite clear: the Crown has no power in 
the absence of actual warfare to issne a proclamation of martial 
law. This view was taken by Sir EpwARD CoKE (Case of Pro- 
clamations, 12 Rep, 74). It was expressed by Chief 
Justice CockKBURN when he charged the grand jury in the case 
of Governor Eyre. The same principle applies in any British 
dominion (Campbell v. Hall, 20 State Trials, 239). Such pro- 
clamations as that in South Africa, therefore, are clearly ultra 
vires of the Government which issues them ; though, of course, 
an imperial or local statute may be passed to regularize them, 
and doubtless General Bora will seek to take this course at the 
earliest moment. 

But an exception to the orthodox view that the decisions of 
courts martial can always be revised, at least when war is over, 
in the absence of an Act of Indemnity, has gradually {come to 
be recognized by our courts. When a foreign country bas been 
conquered and annexed, there is a period of time after the 
cessation of hostilities:during which the actions of court martials 
will be protected as “ Acts of State.” This was recognized in 
Elphinstone v. Bedreechhund (1830,1 Knapp P. C. 316), in the 
case of the Mahrattas. “Hostile seizure,” it was said, is 
protected “if not flagrante, yet nondum cessante bello.” 
In other words, when a war ending in conquest is only recently 
over, the conquered enemy are still within the domain of 
International Law and not within the protection of English 
common law. Of course, in strictness this doctrine only applies 
tu enemies recently conquered ; it has no application to British 
territories in rebellion, and an erroneous apprehension of this 
distinction is believed by some jurists to have led astray the Privy 
Council in Marais’ case (supra). They extended to Cape Colony, 
always British territory, a principle which could not apply any- 
where except in the Transvaal end the Orange Free State, at 
that date only recently annexed. 


A Pawnbroker’s Common Law Rights 
(A ppint of law overlooked in the case of 
Attenborough v. Solomon.) 


IN the case of Allenborough v. Solomon (1913, A. C. 76) a testator 
bequeathed his residuary estate to two persons, whom he appointed 
his executors and trustees, on trust for sale and division of the 
proceeds. Part of the residue consisted of some plate, which 
remained in the possession of one of the executors and trustees 
pending the ultimate distribution of the estate. In 1892, 
fourteen years after the testator’s death, the custodian of 
the plate pawned it with the appellants, who were pawnbrokers, 
to secure repayment of a loan obtained by him for his own use. 
He died in 1907, and one of the respondents was appointed a 
trustee of the will in his place. In 1908 the surviving original 
trustee and the new trustee brought an action against the 
appellants, claiming to recover the plate from them without pay- 
ing the amount due on the pledge. This claim was resisted by 
the appellants. The question chiefly argued in the case was 
whether the appellants bad obtained a good title to the plate, as 
having taken it on an exercise of the power, vested in the pawn- 
ing executor virtule officit, of disposing of the testator’s chattels. 
Joyce, J., keld that thay had (1911, 2 Ch. 159). The Court of 
Appeal held that they had not (1912, 1 Ch. 451), and gave judg- 
ment allowing the plaintiffs’ (the respondents’) claim. In the 
House of Lords it was found, as a fact, that, before the pledge 
was made, the executors had assented to she bequest of the 
residue to themselves as trustees; and it was held that, after 
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such assent, the powers of disposition annexed by law to the office 
of executor were no longer exercisable ; so that the appellants 
could not have acquired a valid title to the whole of the plate 
pawned, as having taken it under an exercise of the executors’ 
power of disposition. In this respect their lordships’ decision 
seems to be unimpeachable. It accords with the old case (which 
was not cited to them) of Paramour v. Yardley (Plowd. 539, 544, 
546). 

Having pointed out this result of the executors’ assent to the 
bequest, the Lord Chancellor (in whose judgment Lords ATKINSON 
and SHAW concurred) went on to say (1913, A.C. p. 84) (1) that 
after such astent the legal property or ownership of the plate 
became vested in the two trustees of the will, as trustees and not 
as executors, and so continued at the time of the pledge; (2) 
that a pawnor of goods does not give tothe pawnee anything in 
the nature of a title to the goods pawned, but only confers on him 
the right to retain possession of them until repayment of the 
loan, and to sell in default of repayment ; and (3) that a transac- 
tion of pawning is simply an instance of the contract of bailment, 
in which the property remains in the bailor, and the bailee takes 
at the outside a right to the possession dependent on the validity 
of the bailor’s title. From these propositions he drew the con 
clusion that upon no hypothesis did the appellants get a legal 
title to the plate. And their lordships dismissed the appeal with 
costs, with the result that the judgment of the Court of Appeal, 
obliging the appellants to celiver up the whole of the plate 
pledged without payment to them of the amount due on the 
loan, stood affirmed. 


Now, the first of the three propositions stated by the Lord 
Chancellor as above mentioned is indisputable: but it is very 
respectfully submitted that the second and tbird of them require 
some modification. No doubt the legal ownership of goods 
pawned remains in the pawnor ; that was decided in Franklin v. 
Neate (13 M. & W. 481). But what he retains is by no means the 
full ownership of the goods ; he has only the dare right of legal 
property, atsolutely divorced, so long as the bailment continues, 
from any right to the possession of them: Donald v. Suckling 
(L. R. 1 QB. 585); Halliday v. Holgote (L. R. 3 Ex. 299). 
And during the continuance of the pledge the pawnee has the 
exclusive right to possession of the goods, and has a legal interest 
in them, which may be taken in execution of a judgment, against 


himself: Le Jullason (34 Ch. D. 495). 


As to the statement that the pawnee’s right to possession is 
dependent on the validity of the pawnor’s title, that is quite true 
if confined to the pawnor’s legal title. The rule, that none can 
give a better title than he has, undoubtedly applies to pledges, as 
well as sales, of chattels. But it is purely a rule of common 
law regarding common law rights and titles only. And it has 
been decided in the Court of Appeal that if one, who is the legal 
owner of goods on trust, pawn them, the pawnee, if he had no 
notice of the trust, is entitled to retain possession of the goods, 
as against the cestui que trust, until repayment of the loan ; and 
he is under no obligation to inquire of the pawnor concerning 
his title to make the pledge: Joseph v. Lyons (15 Q. B. D. 280). 
It has also been held that the essence of bailment is not the 
contract accompanying it (as might be gathered from the Lord 
Chancellor's judgment), but is*the delivery of the chattel bailed 
upon the condition agreed to: &. v. McDonald (15 Q. B. D. 323). 
If, then, the pawning trustee had becn a sole trustee invested 
with the legal ownersbip of the plate, it seems clear that the 
appellants would have been entitled to keep possession of the 
plate until repayment of the loan. The pawnor was, however, 
entitled at law to the plate as joint owner thereof together with 
the other trustee. In these circumstances, it appears that the 
effect of his plecging the plate for a loan made for his own use 
was to sever the joint tenancy, and to give to the pawnee the 
legal right to keep possession of one-half of the plate until the 
loan should be satisfied : see Litt. s. 321 ; Watkinson v. Hudson 
(4 L. J., O. S., 213); Boursot v. Savage (L. R. 2 Eq. 134). 

The rules of law laid down by the authorities above cited are 
so well established that it is really inconceivable that the House 
of Lords would, upon deliberate consideration, overrule them. 


4 


did the appellants get a legal title to the property in the plate. 
They did not, indeed, get a legal tiile to the ownership of the 
| plate or to the whole of it; but they did get a legal title to 
| keep possession of one undivided moiety of the plate until the 
loan should be repaid, and they had no notice of any trust or 
equity affecting this half share of the goods pawned. It is 
submitted that the title so obtained by them was a legal right, 
and was such a legal right as, upon the established principles 
of equity, will not be interfered with to the detriment of any 
one who acquired it asa purchaser for value without notice of 
any trust. It appears, therefore, that the respondents had no 
legal right or title to the possession of one half of the plate 
which they claimed to recover: except, indeed, on condition of 
their paying the whole amount due on the loan. And it is 
respectfully submitted that, to this extent, they failed in 
proving that legal right to the immediate possession of the goods 
claimed, which is the condition of successfully maintaining an 
action of detinue or trover ; and that the judgment in the 
action ought to bave been given and costs awarded on this basis, 
but, of course, allowing their claim to be valid as regards the 
other moiety of the plate sued for. 

No doubt it is generally futile to criticise decisions of the 
House of Lords; and in this case the appellants are without 
remedy for the injustice which (it is respectfully contended) they 
have suffered. But as regards the point discussed in this article, 
since it appears that the rules and authorities governing the 
matter were not cited to the House of Lords in argument, and 
were not present to their lordships’ minds when they were 
delivering judgment, it is humbly submitted that their decision 
on this question can only be regarded as given per incuriam 
and ought not to be accepted as authoritative. 

It may be noticed that it was argued for the plaintiffs before 
Joyce, J. (1911, 2 Ch. 160, 161), that, even assuming that the 
pawning executor was sole trustee, he could give no greater 
title than he rightfully had ; and for this Hoare v. Parker (2 
T. R. 376) was mainly relied on. In Hoare v. Parker, a 
testator had given his plate to his trustees for the use of 


|his wife during widowhood and afterwards for the benefit 


of another person. The widow pawned the plate, and (as 
it seems) after her death the plaintiffs, who are stated to 
have “ claimed under the remainderman,” brought trover for the 
plate against the pawnbroker. Upon the question, whether the 
defendant was bound to deliver up the plate without being paid 
the money he had advanced on it, the court said :—“ This point 
is clearly established, and the law must remain as it is till the 
Legislature think fit to provide that the possession of such 
chattels shall be proof of ownership”; and judgment was given 
for the plaintiffs. In this case, however, it appears from the 
facts stated that undes the will the widow had only an 
equitable right to have the use of the plate during her 
widowhood, and that she could have had no legal right to 
the plate other than the right, as bailee from the trustees, 
to retain pcssession of the plate during that period. When 
she pawned the plate, of course, she could confer no greater 
legal right than she had; so that, when she died, the 
pawnbroker’s right to the possession of the goods came to an 
end, and the legal owners were clearly entitled to recover them. 
It is not apparent from the report (which is exceedingly 
meagre and unsatisfactory) by what means the plaintiffs had 
acquired the legal right to the possession of the goods ; but they 
may have been ifivested with the legal ownership of the goods 
by the trustees, and they must (or at least should in order to 
succeed) have bad a legal right, derived from the trustees, by 
assignment, bailment, or otherwise, to the immediate possession 
of the plate. ‘This is an entirely different case from a pawning 
of goods by the absolute legal owner thereof holding in trust, in 
which transaction the pawnee acquires a legal right to retain 
possession of the goods pledged commensurate with the absolute 
ownership of the pawnor, and (as decided in Joseph v. Lyons, 
which was not cited in Aftenborough v. Solomen) takes free 
from all equities affecting such ownership if he had no notice of 
them. 

The writer has dealt with the judgment of the House of Lords, 
hut it should be mentioned that in the Court of Appeal MOULTON, 





It is therefore respectfully submitted that it cannot be main- 
tained (as the Lord Chancellor alleged) that upon no hypothesis 
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pledge the trustees held the legal ownership of the plate as 
trustees and not as executors, said (1912, 2 Ch. 457), “If they 
have no title, of course they cannot give a title. These goods 
were pawned by a person who was not the owner, because the 
sale or pawning of these articles could only have been done by 
the two trustees jointly who had the legal estate in them.” The 
judgments of Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Buck.ey, L.J., pro- 
ceeded on the greund that, as the pawnor was not purporting to 
act in exercise of his executorial powers when he pledged the 
goods, the pawnee could not get the good title which would have 
been conferred by a valid exercise of these powers. But CozEns- 
ITARDY, M.R., said (1912, 2Ch. 456): “ Messrs. ATTENBOROUGH 
can be in no better position than the pledgor ; and the pledgor 
had no title.” It is most respectfully submitted that these dicta 
are open to the criticism above applied to the Lord Chancellor’s 
judgment—namely, that they take no account of the law laid 
down in Joseph v. Lyons (which is certainly binding on the Court 
of Appeal), or of the legal effect of a pledge of chattels made by 
one of two joint owners of them. T. CypRiAN WILLIAMS. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


CLAPP v. CARTER. No. 1. 13th Jan. 

Workmen's CompensaTION—FAtLure TO Give Notice or AccipeENT— 
BELILE THAT KFFECTS OF ACCIDENT WOULD Pass Away—*‘ MISTAKE OR 
Orner Reasonaste Cause’’—WorkKMeEN’s Compensation Act, 1906 
(6 Epw. 7, c. 58), s. 2 (L) (a). 

A workman fell from a stable loft on to his head, and for three days 
afterwards was unable to work. Upon return to work he suffered con- 
tinuously from headache, and after some months became incapacitated 
and seriously ill. No written notice, however, was given until a year 
after the accident. ‘U'he county court judge found that the failure to 
give notice was occasioned by mistake or other reasonable cause, namely, 
the belief that he would soon recover, which lasted until he was too wl 
to give notice. 

Held, following Webster v. Cohen (58 Soticrrors’ Journat 244; 6 
B. W. C. C. 92), that this was a misdirection, and that the want of 
notice was not occasioned by mistake. 

Appeal of the employers from an award in favour of the workman 
by the county court judge at Exeter. The workman was employed 
in the respondent’s stables, and on the 27th of March, 1912, fell from 
a loft, a distance of seven or eight feet, striking his head severely on 
the stone pavement. He was semi-conscious, but managed to get home. 
He returned to work on the 3th of March, and gave verbal notice of 
the accident. He remained at work suffering from continuous head- 
ache until October, when he became unable to work, being seriously ill, 
and remained so until January. In December a verbal claim was made 
by his wife on his behalf. On the 27th of March, 1913, exactly a 
year after the accident, a written notice was given, and a claim made. 
The county court judge found that the failure to give notice earlier 
was due to the man not being in a fit state of mind for some time, 
and apart from that was occasioned by mistake or other reasonable 
cause, the mistake being that he thought he would recover from the 
headaches from which he was suffering. The employers appealed from 
the award, and relied on Egerton v. Moore (1912, 2 K. B. 309), Griffiths 
v. Atkinson (5 B. W. C. C. 345), and Webster v. Cohen (6 B. W. 
C. C. 92). 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.: This is an appeal from Judge Wilson, and 
raises a question under section 2 of the Act. The workman met with 
an accident in the course of his employment in March, 1912. It was 
certainly not a trivial accident. He fell from a loft a distance of 
some eight or nine feet, and injured his head, leaving him semi-con- 
scious only for a time. He went home and did not return to work for 
three or four days, and, when he did return, suffered constantly from 
headache. This went on continuously, with knowledge that the head- 
ache was attributable to the fall, until October, when his mind went 
off its balance, and he was not in a fit condition to give notice—a state 
of things which lasted until January. Not until March, 1913, was any 
written notice given or claim made. The Act is clear that written notice 
of the accident must be given as soon as practicable, and the claim 
made within six months, subject to a saving clause that want of notice 
shall not be a bar if the employer is not prejudiced in his defence by 
it. There is no finding here that the employer was not prejudiced by 
want of notice, and I can scarcely conceive that in such a case as this 
there could be such a finding. But the learned judge has found that the 
want of notice was occasioned by mistake or other reasonable cause. Mis- 
take means mistake of fact, and if this man had given notice to some 
one who he reasonably believed was authorized to receive notice by the 
employer, but was not in fact so authorized. that is what might be 
called a mistake. I merely give this as an illustration. The recent 
case of Webster v. Cohen (supra) conclusively shows that unless you 
can prove that the accident is either latent, or else so trivial that it 
does not at the time require notice, belief that the trouble would get 
right again is not a reasonable ground for not giving notice. An em- 
ployer should have an opportunity of saying to the workman, ‘‘ Go 
and see your doctor, and stay at home and rest for a time.’”” The 
belief that the headache would soon pass away was no mistake, and 
the failure arising from his state of mind only accounts for the interval 
from October to January. I think the applicant fails by reason of his 
failure to have given written notice, and the appeal must be allowed. 
Sir S. Evans, P., concurred, and Eve. J., gave judgment to the same 
effect.—CounseL, W. Shakespeare; Basil Watson. Soxicitors, Bell & 
Sugden; A. EB. Pratt, for Dunn & Baker, Exeter. 


(Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 
OKURA & CO. (LIM.) v. FOSBACKA JERNVERKS ACTIEBOLAG. 
Ne. 3. 13th Jan. 
Practice—ServiceE—Fore1GN CoRPORATION—SERVICE OF WRIT WITHIN 
THE Jurispicrion—Acent To Recetve OrpeERS—CARRYING ON 
Bustness—R.8.C. Orn. IX., r. 8. 











By M. Morr Mackenzie, an Official Referee of the 
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orders, but he had no general authority to make contracts, and was a 
mere intermediary. 

Held, that the foreign corporation weére not carrying on business in 
this country, and that such agent was not a ‘‘ head officer’’ upon whom 
a writ issued against the corporation could be properly served, 

Grant v. Rutleeuen (1892, 1 Q. B. 108) followed. 


This was an‘ appeal from an order setting aside the service of the 
writ in the action on the ground that the person served was not a head 
officer of the defendant corporation. The defendants were a foreign 
corporation incorporated under Swedish law, and they employed an 
agent in London to receive orders on commission, but such agent had 
no general authority to make contracts on behalf of the defendants. 
All sales were approved by the principals, and all deliveries were made 
to purchasers by the principals. The plaintiffs brought an action for 
damages against the defendants for breach of contract, and served the 
writ on the agent in London. Ridley, J., at chambers, affirmed an 
order setting aside such service on the ground that the defendants were 
net, within the jurisdiction. The plaintiffs thereupon brought the 
present appeal. 

Tue Covurr dismissed the appeal. 

SUCKLEY, L.J., said the question was whether the defendants, who 
were a foreign corporation, could be served with the writ in the action. 
That depended upon whether they were to be found in this country, 
and whether there was any person who represented them here. If there 
was such a person, was he carrying on business on behalf of the corpora- 
tion? There were three factors to be considered. First there must be 
a carrying-on business for a substantial period of time. That was 
shown to be the case here. Secondly, the acts must be done at some 
fixed place. That was also the case here. Thirdly, you must find 
that the corporation is represented here by a person who does business 
for the corporation. That involved the question, When is a person 
carrying on business for a corporation? Several cases had been cited, 
but he need only deal with three of them. First there was the case 
of Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. Actiengesellschaft, &c. (1902, 1 K. B. 
342). That was a decision under the first head, namely, as to time, 
and there was no difficulty on that point. The second case was 
Succharin Corporation v. Chemische Fabrik, &ce. (1911, 2 K. B. 516). 
There the point was that the agent had authority to enter into con- 
tracts without submitting the order to the principals, and therefore he 
cculd be properly served. Then there was the case of Grant v. Ander- 
son & Co. (1892, 1 Q. B. 108), which was not a case of a foreign 
corporation, but a foreign firm. to which the rule applicable was ord. 
48a, r. 1, which contained the words ‘‘ carrying on business.’’ ‘It was 
therefore a direct authority. There the agent in London procured 
orders and transmitted them to the firm for approval, and it was held 
that the firm was not carrying on business in London. 
close to the present case. Here the defendants employed an agent to 
precure orders, but he had no general authority to make contracts. 
The defendants were only doing business through an intermediary. 
Here, therefore, one of the essential particulars was absent. The first 
and second were present, but not the third, and the appeal would be 
dismissed. 

Puittrmore, L.J., was of the same opinion. The question was 
whether the corporation was here. In the case of Ia Bourgogne (1899. 
A. C. 431) the corporation was carrying on a branch business in this 
country. In the Dunlop case the company had transported itself to 
England. The decision in the Saccharin case went farther than the 
other cases, but it did not go so far as to cover the facts of this case. 
There the agent could procure orders without submitting them to the 
principal, and could deliver goods and receive cheques for them. The 
mere fact of a company employing a person to receive orders was not 
enough to show that the company wete carrying on business here.— 
CounseL, Montague Shearman, K.C., and McCardie; Leck, K.C., and 
Chaytor. Soxicrrors, Munns &: Longden ; Ingle, Holmes, Son, &: Pott. 

[Reported by S. E, Wittiams, Barnmeter-at-Law.] 


Re WILKINSON AND CAR AND GENERAL INSURANCE CORPORATION 
No. 2. 19th Jan. 


INsuRANCE—WorRKMEN’s CoMPENSATION—Poricy AGAINST CLATWSs— 
Conprrion—Assurep To Give Nortoe or Crarms—Reqvesr ror 
ARBITRATION. 

A policy of insurance against claims arising under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act provided that the assured should forward to the 
msurance company every notice of claim. A notice of claim accom- 
panied by a request for arbitration was sent to the assured, who for- 
warded the notice of claim, but not the request for arbitration. The 
company resisted liability on the ground that the assured had not 
forwarded every notice of claim. 

_ Held, that the request for arbitration was only a step-in the proceed- 

ings to obtain an award and was not a notice of claim. 


_ This was an appeal from a decision of Bankes, J. By a policy of 
insurance against claims arising under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, it was provided that the assured should forward to the 
uisurance company ‘‘ every written notice or information as to any 
verbal notice of claim arising through any accident’ covered by the 
policy and should also give all such information as the company might 
require to enable them to settle or resist any claim. An accident 
having happened to a workman in the employment of the assured, 
proceedings under the Workmen’s Compensation Act were instituted 
in the county court and a notice of claim, aceompanied by a request for 
arbitration, was sent to the assured by the registrar. The assured 
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forwarded the notice of claim to the company, but did not ‘forward 
the request for arbitration. In arbitration proceedings the eompany 
resisted liability under the policy on the ground that the assured had 
not complied with the condition by reason of the fact ‘that he had 
not forwarded the request for arbitration. A special case having been 
stated by the arbitrator, Bankes, J., held that the request for. arbitra- 
tion was not a notice of claim within the meaning of ‘the policy, and 
that the award must be in favour of the assured. From this decision 
the company now appealed. 

Tuer Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Reapinc, L.C.J., in giving judgment said this was an appeal 
from Bankes, J., in the matter of an arbitration which came before 
him on a special case. The question was whether a request for arbi 
tration was a notice which ought to have been forwarded by the assured 
to the insurance company. The notice of claim was duly forwarded, 
but it appeared that a request for arbitration which the assured had 
received fiom the registrar of the county court had not been forwarded. 
The company contended that it was a condition precedent that every 
written notice should be forwarded, and, that condition not having 
been complied with, they were under no liability. It was, therefore, 
necessary to construe the terms of the policy. He could not accept the 
view that every notice of claim was equivalent to every notice in con- 
nection with any claim. It was said that you must stop after the 
words every written notice, but his lordship could not accede to that 
contention. Was this request for arbitration a notice of claim? He 
did not think so. The request was only a step in the proceedings, 
and that was shewn by the request itself, which stated that compensa 
tion would be claimed. It must have been obvious to the company 
that further proceedings were being taken and that they were only 
taking that step to set in motion those proceedings. The request was 
only a step in the proceedings taken for the purpose of obtaining an 
awaid and was not therefore a notice of claim. It was further said 
that the assured was bound to forward the request because of the 
condition to give every information. His lordship read that condition 
as an obligation to inform the company of an accident ‘as soon as it 
happened and of any written or verbal claim in respect of it, and, as 
regarded further information, the obligation did not arise until a 
demand was made for it. It would put assured persons in a very 
difficult position if they were bound to send every document to the 
insurance company on pain of forfeiting their policies. The appeal 
failed and must be dismissed. 

Bucxtey and Puxrsmorer, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect.—CounseL, Disturnal, K.C., and Wrottesley ; Salter, K.C., 
and Moresby. Sottcrtors, Firth & Co., for J. LE. Craven, Todmorden ; 
Petitt & Valentine. 

[Reported by 8. E. Wrttrams, Barriéter-at-Law.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


ROWLEY v. TOTTENHAM URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 5th Nov. 


Hicuway—Roapway Not Mave Up to Fut Wiora—Unmape Srriv- 
ALLEGED DeprcaTion as FoorrarH—User sy Pustic—Ricuts 0: 
ADJOINING OWNER IN HIGHWAY. 
Where a street has been laid out, but only made up on one side, 

there can be no dedication of the part made up apart from the other. 
Held, that the defendant, the owner of a building estate, must be 

presumed to have dedicated the whole width of. the road as a high- 
way, so that the plaintiffs, as owners of adjoining property, were 
entitled, to a reasonable extent, to cross on foot or with vehicles over 








the unmade portion of the road, ; : 
Decision of Court of Appeal (57 Soricrrors’ Journat, 11; 1912, 2 
Ch. 683) affirmed. ° 


Appeal from the decision of the Court of Appeal affirming a decisicn 
of Joyce, J. The respondents were building a new school on their 
land, and had opened a gate in their fence, and were carting building 
materials across the unmetalled portion of Keston-road. The appellant 
objected on the ground that the unmetalled portion of the road was 
not subject to any public right of way, and he blocked up the opening 
made in the respondent’s fence. An action was thereupon commenced 
by the respondents, Claiming that the whole of Keston-road was a public 
road, and they were entitled to cart building materials over it. 
Counsel for the respondents were not heard. 

Lord Duneprn, in moving that the appeal should be dismissed, said 
this case depended upon a question of fact alone. He referred to the 
facts, and said the point raised was whether the contiguous owners 
were or were not entitled to have access to Keston-road as being a 
public highway, and that depended upon whether there had been a 
dedication. All the judges below had come to the conclusion that 
there was evidence on which they could hold that there had been a 
dedication. For himself, he could not come to any such clear ‘opinion, 
but before concurrent judgments in the courts below could be reversed 
by their lordships they must come to a clear opinion that the decision 
appealed from was wrong. The fact was that this road had all along 
been used by the public. Whether the appellant had dedicated it was 
to be judged by his acts and not by what he said. The proposition. on 
the one side, came to this: that inasmuch as under the provisions of 
the local statute there was probability that in the future the road 
would be made up by the contiguous proprietors, and, having bec s> 
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made up, would be taken over by the local aut 
ame it was. not fair to suppose that the road would be dedicated. But | 
hie lordship thought it was equally consonant with common sense to 
suppose that, once these houses were built in Keston-road, the proprietor | 
was quite content that it should be dedicated to the public; and that | 
was really what the judges below had unanimously decided. The | 
appellant, on the other hand, said that, although the road had been | 
made open, it had only been made up in a way convenient for wheeled | 
traffic as regards half its breadth—the half, of course, which wae | 
immediately ex adverso to the houses which had been built—and there- | 
where dedication was being inferred from user, the dedication 
should not be held to extend to a greater breadth than the user had 
ordinarily extended to. He thought that was really in the circum 
stances an impossible proposition. Persons would always, of course, 
use that part of the road which was in the best condition, and no 
deubt the actual traffic had gone along the made side of the road. 
But the rest of the road was open, and it was impossible to suppose | 
that, if there was dedication, it was not dedication of the whole. 

Lords ATKINSON, PARKER and SUMNER expressed concurrence in the 


Tore, 


judgment delivered, and the appeal was accordingly dismissed with | 


costs.—Counsrt, for the appellant, Younger, K.C., and J. Scholefield ; 
for the respondents, Macmorran, K.C., and Cartwright Sharp. Sotict- 
rors, H. BF. & W. Bury; Howard & Shelton. 

[Reported by Erxsxtxz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 
EASTES v. RUSS. No. 1. 18th and 19th Nov. ; 20th Dec. 


RESTRAINT OF TRADE—UNRESTRICTED COVENANT—SERVICE AGREEMEN1 
MepicaL PRroresst1on—ASSISTANT IN PatHoLoGicaL LaBoRATORY 
Covenant Restricrep 1x AREA BuT UNLimirep as TO Time—Con 
STRUCTION—LiFeLonG RestTaatInt UNREASONABLE. 

_ By a contract made in 1906 a physician agreed to act as an assistant 

in a pathological laboratory, then a novel type of undertaking, and to 

be bound not to erigage in similar work within a distance of ten miles 
from the plaintiff's laboratory. 

Held, that the obligation not being expressed to last for a definite 
limited period, was imposed during the life of the covenantor. 

Held, further (Swinfen Eady, L.J., dissenting), that such a restric 
tion being greater than was necessary for the plaintiff's protection, was 
unreasonable, and ought not to be enforced. 

Decision of Sargant, J., affirmed, but on different grounds. 

Appeal of the plaintiff from a decision of Sargant, J., refusing to 
grant an injunction to restrain a breach of covenant. The plaintiff, Dr. 
George L. Eastes, commenced in 1901 to carry on a pathological labor- 
atory at 62, Queen Anne-street, under the name of ‘‘ The Laboratories 
of Pathology and Public Health.’’ At that time there were only two 
similar institutions in England, but there were now several. - The 
clients of the laboratory were exclusively medical men, mostly con- 
sultants practising in the Harley-street area, who sent specimens to 
be examined and reported on. The defendant joined the plaintiff's 
staff as a microscopist and pathologist in 1906, under the terms of an 
agreement, by clause 12 of which he was required ‘to enter into a 
bond not to engage in similar work within a distance of ten miles from 
the laboratories either for himself or on behalf of any other institute 
of a like character under a penalty of £250.”" No such bond, how- 
ever, was executed. In October, 1912, the defendant left the service 
of the plaintiff by mutual agreement, having then attained to a hich 
reputation in the medical and scientific world, and set up in practice 
on his own account as a consulting pathologist in Beaumont-street, a 
very short distance away. The plaintiff thereupon brought this action 
for an injunction. Sargant, J., held that the restriction was limited 
to the period of the defendant’s employment by the plaintiff, and on 
that ground dismissed the action. The plaintiff appealed. 
vult. 

THe Court by a majority dismissed the appeal 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said he thought 
as a matter of construction that the clause was not limited to the 
duration of the engagement, but was imposed on the defendant during 
his whole life. Sargant, J., had taken a different view. and dismissed 
the action on that ground, but with great respect he could not agree 
with him. The defendant also raised the point that clause 12 of the 
agreement was too obscurely worded to be enforced against him. and 
that he was mistyken in its construction: but in the absence of any 
conduct which might deprive the plaintiff of his right to relief he 
thought the defendant was bound by the clause according to the con- 
struction it bore. The point of real difficulty in the case was whether 
the restraint. was or was not unreasonable. The case of Mason v. 
Provident Clothing and Supply Co. (1913, A. C. 724) was an important 
authority. The Lord Chancellor there called attention to the difference 
between a mere contract of service, and an agreement made to protect 
the sale of a goodwill. or to prevent disclosure of trade secrets. A re- 
straint in a mere contract of service was invalid if it went beyond 
what was necessary for the protection of the rights of the employer. 
Questions such: as this had always been reserved for the court itself 
to he decided im accordance with a definite legal test. He said (at 
p. 733), after referring to the language of Lord Macnaghten in Norden- 
felt v. Maxim Nordenfelt Co. (1894, A. C., at p. 565), that it was for 


( "ul A adv. 


the employer to satisfy the court that the restriction was reasonable, not 


| M. & W. 653) and Mumford v. Gething (7 C. B. N. S. 305). 


| experts who might set up in his immediate neighbourhood. 
all competition was neither necessary nor reasonable; the interests of 





thority. until that time } Tor the servant to shew it was unreasonable. His lordship was not 


sure that this view as to the onus of proof was quite consistent with 
the earlier cases, but here that point was hardly material. The point 
whether the restraint was or was not reasonable was raised, and must 
be decided. As Farwell, L.J., said in Sir W. C. Leng & Co. vy. 
Andrews (1909, 1 Ch. 763), Lord Macnaghten’s doctrine did not mean 
that an employer can prevent his employee from using the skill and 
knowledge which he had learned in the course of his employment 
‘*That information and skill he is entitled to use for the benefit of 
himself and the benefit of the public, who gain the advantage of such 
1dmirable instruction.’’ The only other authority to which he desired 
to refer was Procter v. Sargent (2 Man. & G. 33), where Tindal, C..J., 
pointed out that, when deciding on the unreasonableness of a contract 
of this kind, one could not leave out of consideration the duration of 
the restraint. It remained to apply the above principles to the present 
case. His lordship then stated the facts, and continued: Such being 
the position of the parties, the defendant in consideration of a contract 
of service terminable at a month’s notice, bound himself that he would 
not during his whole life engage in work similar to that which he was 
employed to do for the plaintiff within an area of ten miles radius from 
Queen Anne-street—an area including the whole of and a great deal 
more than the Harley-street area, which to a medical consultant was 
very much like Lincoln’s-inn and the Temple were to the bar. The 
plaintiff was exposed to the competition of any number of skilled 
To exclude 


the public had to be considered. His lordship was not satisfied that 
it was necessary or reasonable for the protection of the plaintiff’s busi- 
ness that the defendant should be excluded from the ranks of competi 
tors, not only during the plaintiff's own life, but also during defendant's 
life. There might be cases which would justify a life-long restraint, 
but this was not one of them. He was not prepared to subject th: 
defendant to an unreasonable life-long interference with his liberty to 
carry on his professional business in the quarter in which it could 
most profitably be carried on. If the restraint had been for a short 
period or confined to the plaintiff's clients, it might have been sup 
ported. But it was not severable, and must stand or fall as a whole. 
With respect to Sargant, J., his lordship thought the restraint un- 
reasonable, therefore the appeal should be dismissed, though not for 
the reasons stated by the learned judge. 

Puttrmore, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., delivered judgment, dissenting 


from the 


| majority of the court on the question whether the restriction was un 


reasonable. His lordship thought there was an extensive field for the 
defendant’s work, but it was only in the Harley-street area that he 
would be directly competing with the plaintiff. As regards space, 
therefore, the restriction was not greater than was reasonably neces 
sary. As to duration, the defendant agreed not to do certain things, 
without any limit of time, and the contract therefore lasted for the 
rest of his natural life. It was well settled that a covenant in service 
agreements was not necessarily void by reason of its extending to the 
life of the covenantor : Hitchcock v. Coker (6 A. & E. 439). His 
lordship discussed this case, and referred also to Mallan v. May (11 
The test 
to be applied. in his lordship’s opinion, was that formulated in Horner 
v. Graves (7 Bing. 735, at p. 743), and approved by Lord Herschell in 
the Nordenfelt case (supra). The restraint must not be greater than 
was required for the reasonable protection of the covenantee. The 
defendant had received great benefit from his agreement, and it would 
be a hardship on the plaintiff if the defendant were permitted to take 
away the benefit of the connexion which he had been paid to assist in 
building up. The burden of proving that the restraint was unreason 
able was on the defendant, who alleged it: Mills v. Dunham (1891, 
1 Ch. 576), Haynes v. Doman (1899, 2 Ch. 13). In Mason v. Provi- 
dent Clothing Co. (supra) the Lord Chancellor was rather ex- 
pounding what was a valid restriction than dealing with the burden of 
proof. A restriction for any less period than the defendant’s life would 
be ineffective to protect the plaintiff and his business. His lordship 
therefore thought that the plaintiff was entitled to an injunction 
Counsen, Martelli, K.C., and R. Leigh Ramsbottom; Mark Romer, 
K.C., and Tomlin, K.C.  Sotrcrrors, Turner & McCandlish; Ellis, 
Bickersteth, & Co. 
[Reported by H. Laxcrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re TEAN FRIENDLY SOCIETY. Astbury, J. 11th Nov. 


Friexpiy Socrery—Oricinat Rutrs—No Power To Resotve To Wixp 
Up VorcuntTartty—ALTERATION OF RuteEs—EvIpeNce or ACQUIESCENCE 
or ALL NECESSARY FoR SucH AN ALTERATION—New Rvte ULTRA 
VIRES. 

Where by its original rules a friendly society was unable to pass a 
resolution for a voluntary winding-up, but where at a subsequent 
meeting it was purported by the unanimous vote of those present to 
create a new rule that a resolution for voluntary winding-up could be 
carried if passed by a majority of two-thirds, and where subsequently 
such a resolution was passed by such a majority under the alleged 
new rule, 

Held, that in the absence of evidence that the new rule was ratified 
by the acquiescence of all the members of the society, such new rule was 
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ultra vires, aad an order for compulsory, winding-up was accordingly 
made. em 

This was a petition for the compulsory winding-up of the Tean 
Friendly Society. The petitioner alleged that the society had no power 
to wind up voluntarily, and that the proposed basis of voluntary wind- 
ing-up which had been resolved upon was unfair to the older members 
of the society, who were in a small minority, and he claimed a com- 
pulsory winding-up under the order of the court. The facts were 
these. The Tean Friendly Society, by its original rules, was unable 
to pase a resolution for a voluntary winding-up. ‘But in 1895 a meet- 
ing was called, and by the unanimous vote of the members present the 
rules of the society were modified, and (inter alia) the meeting pur- 
ported to make a new rule that a resolution for voluntary winding-up 
could be carried if passed by a two-thirds majority. The society had 
now become unable to carry on its work profitably by reason of recent 
legislation, and they a cordingly attempted to pass a resolution for 
voluntary winding-up under this new rule. The petitioner alleged that 
this resolution was not authorized by the rules, and that the altera 
tion of the rules in 1895 was ultra vires. 

Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said: There is no evidence 
before me that the alteration of these rules was ratified by the 
acquiescence of all the members of the society. The rule authorising 
an alteration in the rules, if passed by a two-thirds majority, is ultra 
vires. I accordingly make the order for compulsory winding-up.— 
CounseL, Topham; Tomlin, K.C., and Uthwatt. Soxicrrors, Inder- 
maur & Brown; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co. 


{Reported by L. M. Mar. Barrister-at-Law.] 


8. V. NEVANAS & CO. (LIM.) v. WALKER AND FORMAN. Sargant, J 
2nd, 3rd and 11th December. 


CovVENANT IN RESTRAINT OF TRADE—ARGENTINE MEAT IMPORTESS 


AUSTRALIAN Meat ImporTers—‘t Any OTHER TRADE OR BusINrss 
‘ %? ‘ ‘ 

Stminak *’ TO PLAINTIFF COMPANY’8—SEVERANCE OF COVENANT-- 
REASONABLENESS—AREA OF ReEsTRAINT—TIME DURING WHICH | 


RESTRAINT OPERATIVE—INJUNCTION. 


Where it is clear from the terms of a covenant in restraint of trade 
consisting of two parts that the parties themselves intended that such 
two parts should be severable, the fact of one part being invalid does 
not of itself invalidate the other part. 

Dictum of Lord Moulton in Mason v. Provident Clothing and Supply 
Co. wimy A. C. 724, at p. 749) not applicable to such a case as this. 

Where the area of restraint is clearly unreasonable, the covenant 
cannot he saved merely because of its reasonableness as to time. 


Ward v. Byrne (1839, 5 M. & W. 548) applied. 


This was an action claiming two injunctions, one against the first 
defendant for employing the second defendant and the other against 
the second defendant for entering into the employment of the first 
defendant, and for other relief. The plaintiff company moved for an 
interim injunction, and it was arranged by consent that the question, 
whether the defendant Forman’s covenant was void or unenforceable as 
being in restraint of trade, should be tried as a separate issue under 
R. 8. C., ord. 36, r. 8, on the affidavits which had been filed on the 
motion, and liberty was given to either party to cross-examine the 
deponents. By an agreement between the plaintiff company and J. 8. 
Forman, dated the 31st of December, 1908, the plaintiff company agreed 
to employ the defendant, J. 8. Forman, as manager of the plaintiff 
company at Liverpool, for a period of five years from January, 1909, 
and it was provided that he should not for a period of one year afte) 
the determination of the agreement, whether by effluxion of time, or 
otherwise, carry on, be engaged, concerned or interested in carrying 
on, within the United Kingdom, the trade or business of an importer of 
meat or an agent for importers of meat, or any other trade or business 
similar to any trade or business carried on during the period of his 
employment by the company (except with the consent in writing of the 
directors for the time being). Counsel for the plaintiff company 
admitted that the part of this covenant prohibiting J. 8S. Forman from 
carrying on any trade or business similar to any trade or business 
carried on during the period of his employment was too wide; but 
he contended that the covenant was severable, and that, even if the 
second part was too wide, and accordingly unenforceable, the first part 
was good. Counsel for the defendant J. S. Forman contended that 
the covenant was not enforceable. They cited Lamson Pneumatic Tubi 
Co. v. Phillips (91 L. T. Rep. 363), Ward v. Byrne (1839, 5 M. & W. 
548), Nordenfelt v. Maxim Nordenfelt Co. (1894, A. C. 535), BH. Under- 
wood &: Sons (Limited) v. Baker (1899, 1 Ch. 300), Baker v. Hedgecock 
(1888, 39 Ch. Div. 520), Lord Glenorchy v. Bosville (17335, Cas. Temp. 
Talb. 3), Rogers v. Maddocks (1892, 3 Ch. 346), Stuart v. Halstead (51 
Sortcrrors’ JourNaL, 598), Haymes v. Doman (1899, 2 Ch. 13), and Henry 
Leatham &: Sons (Limited) v. Johnstone-White (1907, 1 Ch. 322). Cur. 
adv. vult. 

Sarcant, J., after stating the facts, said :—I have come to the con 
clusion that the two parts of the covenant in this agreement dealing 
with the restraint to be placed upon Mr. Forman are clearly expressed 
in such a way as to have been intended by the parties themselves to 
have been severable. I do not think the words of Lord Moulton, at p. 
745 of the case of Mason v. Provident Clothing and Supply Co. 
(Limited) (1913, A. C. 724), which have been pressed upon me, are applic 
able to the present case. He there said: ‘‘I do not doubt that the 
court may, and in some cases will, enforce a part of a covenant in 
restraint of trade, even though taken ae a whole, the covenant exceeds 


r nature of the plaintiff 


what is reasonable. But in my opinion that ought only to he done in 


| cases where the part so enforceable is clearly severable, and even 60, 


only in cases where the excess is of trivial importance, or merely 
technical, and not a part of the main purport and substance of the 
clause.” I do not myself think these remarks are intended to be 
applicable to cases where the two parts of the covenant are. expressed 
in such a way as to amount to a clear severance by the parties them 
selves, as I have already held that they do in this case. Now, dealing 
with the first branch of this covenant alone, and having regard to the 
company’s business at the time when the 
covenant was entered into, and the facts in evidence, I come to the 
conclusion that the area of restraint extending to the whole of the 
United Kingdom goes far beyond anything that is reasonably required 
for the protection of the plaintiff company’s business, and is accord 
ingly unenforceable. Moreover, in my judgment, the fact that the time 
limit of the operation of the covenant is one year only, cannot be used 
to validate a covenant which is too wide. I cannot see, on principle, 
how, if the area of restraint is clearly unreasonable, a covenant of this 
kind can be saved merely because of its reasonableness as to time. On 
this point I follow Ward v. Byrne (1839, 5 M. & W. 548). and I accord 
ingly dismiss the application with costs.—CounseL, P. O. Lawrence, 


K.C.. Romer, K.C., and R. Rowlands; BH. W. Martelli, K.C., and 
W. A. Jolly; A. Grant, K.C., and P. F. 8. Stokes. Soricirors, 


Kenneth, Brown, Baker, Baker, & Co.; Leslie, Field, & Co. ; 
Garrett, & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. 


Parker, 


May, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
FULLER v. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE & CO. 


SHARES 





4th Dec. 
EstToppe.. 


Pickford, J. 
CERTIFICATES—PLEDGE OF—BLANK TRANSFER 


Semble, the principle laid down in Colonial Bank v. Cady (15 A. ¢’. 
267), that anyone who signs a certificate for shares in blank, and hands 
it to another person, knows that third parties will think that such 
person had authority to deal with it, extends to a person who, with- 
out having had the certificate in his possession, leaves it in the hands 
of his broker, dnd therefore such person is estopped from denying the 
title of third parties to the security represented by such certificate. 


The plaintiff's claim was to recover the certificates for shares in the 
Canadian Pacific Railway, which had been deposited by a firm of 
stockbrokers named Inchbald & Son, with the defendants as security 
for Inchbalds’ account and overdraft. As to a large number of the 
shares the defendants admitted they could not hold them, and had 
given them up to the plaintiff. The claim was reduced to one for 
110 shares, which were deposited with the defendants in September, 
1908. The plaintiff was introduced to Messrs. Inchbald,, who were 
members of the Stock Exchange, and he employed them to buy shares 
for investment. Included in his purchases were 110 shares registered 
in the name of a Mr. Harmsworth. The certificates were in Mr. 
Harmsworth’s name, and the transfers on the back were signed by 
him in blank. At the suggestion of Messrs. Inchbald, the plaintiff 
left the certificates with them, subsequently consenting to the shares 
being put into other names. Messrs. Inchhald deposited the shares 
with the defendants as security for loans, and the shares were in fact put 
in the names of the defendants’ nominees. The defendants took the 
shares in good faith. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that 
he was entitled to the shares, as the transfer from Mr. Harmsworth’s 
to the defendants’ nominees wae an intimation to the defendants 

that they were not Inchbalds’ shares. It was argued on behalf of the 

defendants that, as the defendants took the certificates in good faith 
and without notice of the plaintiff's claim, the case was governed hy 

Colonial Bank v. Cody (15 A. C. 267). ° 

PickFrorD, J., in the course of his judgment, said the case was 
another illustration of the great danger of leaving certificates and bonds 
in the hands of brokers, however good their repute might be. He 
thought the defendants took the certificates in good faith. It was said 
that the transfer of 110 shares from Mr. Harmsworth’s name into the 
names of the bank’s nominees was an intimation to the bank that they 
were not Inchbalds’ shares. He was not satisfied that that was so. 

If the bank took the certificates in good faith and without notice of 

the plaintiff’s claim, the case was governed by Colonial Bank v. Cody 

(supra). In that case the House of Lords said that if the executors 

of Michael Williams executed the transfer of the shares, and left them 

m the hands of their brokers, they would be estopped from denying 

the title of anyone who took them from the brokers in good faith. It 

was admitted that the same doctrine which applied to Colonial Bank x 

Cody (supra) would apply to the shares in the present case. They 

were not made negotiable by statute, but the effect was that anyone 

who signed the transfers on the back of the certificate in blank, and 
handed them to another person, knew that he wae putting it into the 
power of that person to dea] with them, and that third persone would 
think that such person had authority so to deal with them. The same 
principle governed the present, case, and the question was whether the 
rule extended to a person who took a document, the transfer on the 

back of which was already signed in blank, and who knew that it did 
| not require anything more to be done in order to make it negotiable, 
and then placed it in the hands of his brokers. The point was said to 


name 
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difference between the case of a person who, having in his possession 
. document, signed it and put it into the power of the broker to dea 
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tiff, but judgment must ~ entered for the 
Disturnal, K.C., and M. Macnaghten; Younger, K.C 
(lex. Cross. Sorrcrrors, James, Mellor, &: Coleman, 
Varston, Portsmouth; Bircham & Co 

[Reported by Leonanp C. THomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


[rish Land Acts, 1903 and 1909. 
(3 Ed. 7, 37. and 9 Ed. 7, c. 42 
of His Majesty's Treasury 


and the present case, where a man, 
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National Insurance Acts, 1911 to 1913. 


Notice is hereby given, under the Rules Publication Act, 1893, t 
it is proposed by the National Health Insurance Joint Committee, afte 
the expiration « 
powers conferred upon them by 
Act, 1913, and by the National Insurance (Joint Committee) Regula 
tions, 1912 and 1913, to make regulations with eee to arrears. 

Draft copies of the said regulations can be purc 
o? through any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman and Sons 
Breams ‘Buildings, Fetter Lane, London, E.C. 

Dated this 16th day of January, 1914. 

National Health Insurance Joint Committee, 

Buckingham Gate, 5.W 


Notice is hereby given, under th Rules Publication Act, 
it is proposed by the Insurance Commissioners (England), 
expiration of at least 40 days from this date, in pursuance of the 
powers conferred upon them by section 2 of the National Insurance Act 
1911, as amended by section 5 of the National Insurance Act, 1913, to 
make new regulations as to claims for exemptions, and by such regu 
lations to revoke the National Health Insurance (Claims for Exemp 
tion) Regulations (England), 1913 

Draft copies of the said new regulations can be purchased, 
directly or through any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman and 
Limited, 29, Breams Buildings, Fetter Lane, London, E.C. 

Dated this 16th day of January, 1914. 

National Health Insurance Jo eo Commission (England), 

Buckingha: tate, London, S.W. 


either 








Societies. 


Annual Meeting of the Bar. 
Times, 


The annual general meeting of the Bar, says the was held at 


the Inner Temple Hall on the 16th inst. 

The Attorney-General, who presided, said that the Bar Council had 
now reached a stage when it might be said to have an Imperial side of 
duty. An illustration of it was furnished in the report, which con- 
tained the statement that the Council of the Bar of New South Wales 
had asked the Council to give their ruling on two questions which had 
arisen there and on which the Council of the Bar of New South Wales 
had already expressed an opinion 

Mr. P. O. Lawrence, the chairman of the council, moved the adop- 
tion of the annual statement. He said that among the Bills which the 
Council had had under consideration was the Bankruptcy and Deeds of 
Arrangement Bill, and the result of their action had been that the 
design of the legislation had in many respects been altered. The Lord 
Chancellor had himself introduced two very important Bills with regard 
to the law of real property and conveyancing, and he had submitted to 
the experts, both of that branch and of the other branch of the pro- 
those Bills before finally committing himself to any alteration 


fess on, 
in the 


iaws 
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for J. E. Pink & 


pursuant to section 2 of the Irish Land Act, 1909, ‘and 
Act, 1903, they have directed the creation 
which stock has 


. 
if at least 40 days from this date, in —s of the 
section 8 of the National Insurance 


nased, either directly 
Limited, 29, 
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Sons, 


They contained provisions which might vitally affect « | 


Cady 
and did not think they really 
He h wd to ke ok at the principle upon which estoppel 


It did not depend upon the act of signing the document, 
principle that a person who left with, or handed to, his | been appointed to consider the Bills, and they would report in due 


vithont any- 
it into the power of the broker to | 
and was representing to him 
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very large class of the « mmunity in England, and by inviting z the 


fullest criticism of "the Bills by representatives of both branches of the 


the Lord Chancellor had done that which must commend 


profession, 
(Cheers.) Special committees had 


itself to every lawyer in the room. 


| course. During the year Sir Arthur Olay had presented to the Council 
on behalf of the Bar his very valuable picture entitled ‘‘ Crown Cases 
Reserved,’ now hanging in the Bar Room of the Royal Courts of 
Justice, and Lord Alverstone had also presented them with some paint 
ings. 

K.C., seconded the motion, which was adopted. 

Sir Edward Clarke, in moving a vote of thanks to the chairman, said 
they looked with pride and satisfaction at Sir John Simon’s career. 
He had come very early to his high position, but no man had ever 
recepted that office who was more competent to fulfil the duties His 
mind went back fifty yeats when from the gallery of the House of 
Commons he heard the duels between Sir Hugh Cairns and Sir Roundell 
Palmer. There had not been a time since then when the two front 

benches of the House of Commons had been more brilliantly represented 

by members of the Bar than they were at present. He had entire con- 
fidence in the great services which the Attorney-General would still 
render to the public. 


| Mr. Boydell Houghton seconded the motion, which was adopted. 
The Attorney-General, in responding, thanked the meeting for the 
generous warmth with which they had received the remarks of the 


ver, and said that in the Bar of England was to be found the most 
| venerous profession in the world. 
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Lincoln's Inn. 
Lord Justice Kennedy, and the Masters of the Bench 
entertained on Tuesday night, being the Grand Day in Hilary Term, 
the Attorney-General, Mr. Justice Lush, Sir Courtenay Ilbert, Sir 
William B. Richmond, Vice-Admiral Sir Henry Jackson, Sir Edward 
Davidson, Sir Alfred Pearce Gould, Sir Joseph Larmor, M.P.. the 
Treasurer of the Middle Temple (Mr. E. Tindal Atkinson, K.C.), the 
Dean of Canterbury, the Vice-Chancellor of the University of London 
Dr. Herringham), Mr. Reginald Blomfield, A.R.A., Sir Squire Ban- 
croft, Sir Charles Wyndham, the Master of the Merchant. Taylors’ 
Company (Mr. C. G. Kekewich), Major P. A. MacMahon, Sir Sidney 
Lee, Dr. Walford Davies, Mr. G. H. Blakesley. and Mr. J. R. Walker. 


The terasurer, 





Middle Temple. 


On Tuesday, being the Grand Day of Hilary Term, the masters 
of the bench entertained the following guests at dinner :— 
The Italian Ambassador, the Japanese Ambassador, Viscount Bryce, 
Mr. Churchill, Sir Francis Hopwood, Mr. Justice Ridley, Mr. Justice 
Lush, Sir Willans Nussey, Sir Courtenay Ilbert, Sir Thomas Holderness, 
Sir Alfred Scott-Gatty, Sir Henry Lucy, Judge Parry, Mr. Duke, K.C., 
M.P., Mr. T. Crisp English, Mr. W. H. Spottiswoode, and the under 


treasurer. 





Inner Temple. 


The treasurer (Mr. J. M. Moorsom, K.C.) and the masters 
of the bench entertained at dinner on Tuesday, being the Grand 
Day of Hilary Term, the following guests :—The American Ambas 
sador, Lord Leconfield, Lord Southwark, ag Justice Astbury, the 
Master of the Temple, Sir John Tweedy, Sir Cecil Harcourt Smith, 
Sir Edward Cook, the Solicitor-General, the Provost of King’s College. 





| Cambridge, Mr. G. J. Pocklington-Senhouse, Mr. Geoffrey Robinson, 
the reader, the librarian, and the sub-treasurer. 
Gray’s Inn Moot Society. 
A moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall on eg the 23rd of 


1914, at 8.15 p.m., before John Sankey, Esq., K.C. Question : 
Nisbet v. Rayne and Burn (1910, e' K. B. 689) was 
wrongly decided.’’ All members of the four Inns of Court are invited 
to attend and take part in the moots. Two “‘counsel’’ will be heard 
for each of the parties. Any member of an Inn of Court willing to 
argue at a moot should communicate as early as possible with the 
under-treasurer, Gray’s Inn, W.C 


January, 
‘That the case of 





United Law Societvr. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, 
at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. 
Mr. G. L. Higgins moved : ‘“‘ That the case of Re Pearce (1913, 2 Ch. 
674) was wrongly decided ** Mr. N. H. Aaron opposed. The following 
entlemen also spoke :—Messrs. H .S. Wood Smith, R. W. Turnbull, 
4. T. Settle, G. W. Fisher, and C. R. Morden. The motion was lost 


by 6 votes. 


19th of January, 


The Union Society of London. 
The twelfth meeting of the 1913-14 session was held at 3, (North) 
King’s Bench Walk, Temple, on Wednesday. the 21st inst. The Pre- 
sident was in the chair. Mr. Enness moved : ‘“‘ That in the opinion of 
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this House the time has now arrived when the principles of tariff 
reform should be adopted.’”’ Mr. Emery opposed the motion. There 
also spoke :—Messrs. Thomas, Butler, Easton, Geen, Coote, Wilson, 
Counsell, Safford, Critchley, Glen, Gallop. The motion was carried. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Indian Law Students. 


The high courts in India have recently adopted certain regulations 
for the enrolment of duly qualified barristers, which have been the 
subject of some criticism. The sub-committee recently appointed by the 
London Advisory Committee for Indian Students to inquire into the 
difficulties of Indian students in the United Kingdom have made the 
following recommendations : 

(1) That students should be given the option of deciding whether the 
year prescribed for reading in chambers should be worked out in the 
United Kingdom or in India. 

(2) That students should be allowed to commence their chamber work 
before being called to the bar. 

(3) That the rule of the Bombay High Court requiring a student to 
read in the chambers of a European barrister of ten years’ standing 
should be widened so as to allow students to read with barristers of 
recognised standing of any nationality. 

The advisory committee have approved these recommendations and 
have submitted them to the Secretary of State for India for his con- 
sideration. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desattnc Socrery.—At a meeting of the society, 
held on the 20th of January, 1914 (Mr. R. F. Mattingly in the 
chair), the subject for debate was: ‘‘That no amendment of 
the Territorial Force short of the introduction of compulsory 
service can make it an efficient second line of defence.’’ Mr. 
G. E. Shrimpton opened in the affirmative. Mr. L. E. Peppiatt opened 
in the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. H. K. 
Turner, 8S. L. Hocken, F. Burgis, A. C. Jacob, W. S. Meeke, H. D. 
Myer, H. P. Gisborne, W. M. Pleadwell, E. C. Chancellor, G. H. 
Roberts, and C. H. Morden. The motion was lost by the casting vote 
of the chairman. 








Obituary. 
Mr. P. S. Stéphens, K.C. 


Mr. Pembroke Scott Stephens, K.C., for many years the head of 
the Parliamentary bar, died at Missenden House, Little Missenden, 
Buckinghamshire, on Wednesday, the 14th inst., in his eighty-first 
year. Mr. Stephens was called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn in 1862, and 
soon afterwards he began to report, with the assistance of the late 
Mr. F. Clifford, K.C., the cases which came before the referees on 
locus standi, and for a period he was a foreign correspondent of the 
Times. Always a studious and painstaking worker he soon earned a 
reputation as a careful and trustworthy junior, and his practice at the 
Parliamentary bar increased rapidly. After he took silk in 1882 it 
fell off to some extent, and he is said never to have made quite the 
large sums which are understood to have been received by leaders in 
the committee rooms. He retained the high opinion and the affection 
of his colleagues at the Parliamentary bar, and his advice was con- 
stantly sought and was given with readiness, authority, and courtesy. 
His status as a lawyer was recognised by his Inn in 1884, when he 
was made a bencher, and in 1910 he was elected treasurer. Mr. Stephens 
married in 1898 Pauline. daughter of the late Mr. Walter M. Town. 
send, of Crawley Hall, Stanhope. Co. Durham, and Montreal, and by 
her leaves one son and three daughters. In Buckinghamshire, Me. 
Stephens took much interest in public affairs, and both he and his wife 
were constantly the organisers of benevolent enterprises and charitable 
entertainments. 


Mr. J. R. T. Robertson, M.A., 


Mr. John Russell Thomson Robertson, M.A.. died very suddenly 
on the 16th inst., at his residence. 59, Broadhurst-gardens, Hamp 
stead, N.W., aged fifty-seven. Mr. Robertson was educated at Black- 
heath Proprietary School and University College, Oxford. and was 
articled in the year 1878 to Mr. Carr Wigg, of the firm of Pattison. 
Wigg, Gurney, & King. He was admitted in 1882. In 1890 he became 
* partner in the firm, and in 1911, when he retired from practice, was 
the senior partner in the firm of King, Wigg, & Co., their successors. 








Mr. J. H. Hanson has been elected a vice-president of the Surveyors’ 
Institution, in succession to the late Mr. H. Herbert Smith. ~ Mr. 
George Corderoy has been placed on the council, and will read a paper 
on ‘‘ Measuring and Quantity Surveying ’’ at the meeting on Monday 
next. The annual dinner will be held on the 23rd of February. 





1 t Governor, 
roy ed Sir Nevile Lubbock, 
AD. 8720. K.C.M.G. 





TO 
SOLICITORS. 
THE ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


ACTS AS 
EXECUTORS and TRUSTEES OF WILiS 
AND 
TRUSTEES of NEW or EXISTING SETTLEMENTS. 


THE SOLICITORS nominated by the Creator 
of a Trust are employed by the Corporation. 
Apply for full particulars to— 
THE SECRETARY, ROYAL EXCHANCE ASSURANCE, LONDON, E.C. 

















Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Sir CHARLES ALFRED Cripps, K.C.V.O., K.C., who has been raised 
peerage, las taken the titie oft baron Parmvoor of Frieth, in 


to the . 
He has also been appointed a Privy 


the county of Buckingham. 
Councillor. 

Sir Samuel Evans, President of the Probate Division, has appointed 
Mr. Gorpon L. Simpson, now probate registrar at Lincoln, to succ eed 
Mr. Bernard ‘Thomson as district probate registrar at York. 

Mr. Ernest ARTHUR JELF has been appointed a master in the King’s 
Bench Division in succession to the late Mr. Edward Wilberforce. Mr. 
Jelf was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 1893. 

Mr. Henry Witu1AM Disney has been appointed to be recorder of 
Great Grimsby, in place of the late Mr. Isaac Saunders Leadam. Mr. 
Disney was called by Lincoln’s-inn in 1884, and practises as a special 
pieader on the Midland Circuit. 

In consequence of the death of Mr. Cecil Mercer, official receiver in 
bankruptcy for the London (Suburbs) and Northern District, the Presi- 
dent of the Board of Trade has made the following promotions and 
appointments :—Mr. E, W. J. Savui11, official receiver in bankruptcy 
for the London (Suburbs) and Southern District, to succeed Mr. Mercer 
as official receiver in bankruptcy for the London (Suburbs) and Northern 
District. Mr. W. J. H. Boyte, senior assistant official receiver attached 
io the High Court, to succeed Mr. Savill as official receiver for the 
London (Suburbs) and Southern District. 

Mr. C. H. Brrp, deputy clerk of the peace for Devonshire, has been 
appointed clerk of the peace for Worcestershire and clerk of the county 
council, at a salary of £1,000 per annum. 





Changes in Partnership. 


Djssolutions. 

Grorce Isaac GoucH and CHaries OGLe Govan, solicitors (G. I. 
Gough & Son), Calne, Wilts. Dec. 31. 

FrepericK NaLperR, Henry WitiiaAmMs Hockin, and GERALD 
FREDERICK NALpDER, solicitors (Nalder, Hockin, & Co.), Truro, in the 
county of Cornwall. Dec. 31. So far as concerns the said Henry 
Williams Hockin. e 

CHARLES EvELYN WELLBORNE and Harry pe Montrorr WELLBORNE, 
solicitors Wellborne & Son), + A Duke-street, Southwark. Jan. 15. 
Such business will be carried on in the future by the said Harry de 
Montfort Wellborne at the above address, under the style or firm as 
aforesaid. [Gazette, Jan. 20. 


Information Required. 

Re JOHN CANN, Junior, Deceased.—Will any solicitor having 
possession or knowledge of a will of the above deceased, late of North 
Foreland House. Broadstairs, and The Bryanston Garage, Crawford- 
place (late John-street), Edgware-road, W., and formerly of Harrow, 
kindly communicate with Messrs. Cann & Son, solicitors, 6, South- 
square, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C. 





General. 

In the course of the hearing in the Divisional Court on Wednesday of 
an appeal from a county court, before Mr. Justice Lush and Mr. Justice 
Atkin, it appeared that no note had been taken by the judge or by the 
counsel of the proceedings in the court below, and that no note of any 
kind was available for the use of the court. Mr. Justice Atkin said that 
this showed the importance of the question of the appointment of an 
official shorthand writer to every court of justice. If the proposal to 
enlarge the jurisdiction of the county court were carried out the High 
Court would often be greatly embarrassed by a want of a proper record 
of what had taken place in the court below. 
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Mr. Justice Bucknill experienced a rise in temperature on Wednesday 
night, and the improvement of the preceding day was checked. On 
Thursday morning, however, it was announced that there was a slight 
improvement in his lordship’s condition. 


The Sussex Daily News on Wednesday announced that Mr. Frederic 
Merrifield had tendered his resignation as clerk of the peace and clerk 
to the county council in East Sussex, and would retire at a time con- 
venient to the council. 

Mr. Arthur W. J. Russell. town clerk of Paddingt . has been elected 
president of the London Borough Officers’ Associ ation. Mr. F. 8. 
Robinson, town clerk of Greenwich, and Mr. J. Buckman, of Bermond 
sey, have been elected vice-presidents. 

Official intimation of the retirement of the Recorder of Manchester 
(Sie Joseph Leese) was conveyed on Wednesday to the Manchester City 
Council. The council decided that his successor’s commencing salary 
should be £500, £250 less than previously 

Mr. Arnold Summers Munns, of Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, soli 
citor, of the firm _of Messrs. Munns & Longden, left estate of the 

ross value of £47,863, of which the net personalty has been sworn at 
£42 296 

At Cumberland Assizes on the 17th inst. Joseph Hewitson Gibson, a 
solicitor, of Carlisle and Wigton, was indicted on two charges of having 
fraudulently converted to his own use two separate sums of money 
amounting to £619 entrusted to him by two clients. He pleaded guilty 
and was sentenced te three ye irs’ penal servitude. 

Judge Rentoul, K.C., has written to the Corporation asking _— to 
appoint him to the under-shrievalty or jud vl of the Sheriffs’ Court 
for the Poultry Compter, now vacant by the resignation of Sir Lumley 


Smith K.C At present Judge Rentoul holds the under-shrievalty or 
judgeship of the Giltspur-street Compter. They are both sinecures to 
vhich no salary s attached 


At the close of the hearing of a case in the Court of Appeal on Wed 
nesdav the Lord Chief Justice said that it had been in the list for a 
long time with a note appended, ‘‘ Security ordered.”” It appeared that 
the security ordered had heen paid as long ago as last April, but no 

fe mat yn of the fact was given to the officers of the court until the 
19th of January, 1914. In such a case when the money was paid the 

vurt shi uld be informed; as soon as the order for security was com 
plied with the solicitor concerned should produce a notice of compliance 
ta the off Iq reey hle for the lict in that court, so that they could 
know whether the appeal was effective 





Jan. 24, 1914. 


Judge Wightman Wood has resumed his duties on the Leicester 
County Court Circuit, having made an excellent recovery after his 
recent serious operation. 

Mr. Justice Bray in his charge to the grand jury at Cambridge 
Assizes on the 16th inst. asked them to express an opinion on the report 
of the Royal Commission with reference to the recommendation that 
the grand jury should be done away with. He had his own opinion, 
but would not disclose it. He would like the grand jury to make a 
unanimous presentment, but if they were equally divided they had 
better not make a presentment. On the other hand, if they were 
unanimons in their opinion it might be useful. His lordship then pro- 
ceeded to state at some length the things that could be said in favour 
of the grand jury system and those that could be urged against it. 
The grand jury afterwards intimated that they had no presentment 
to make. 

Mr. George Clinch, vice-chairman of the council of the Association of 
Men of Kent and Kentish Men, wrote to the Zimes of the 22nd inst. 
to say that the association had arranged for a deputation to 
wait upon the Lord Chancellor on Thursday to urge the pre- 
servation of the custom of gavelkind, threatened by the Real 
Property Bill which he introduced into the House of Lords 
last year. The objects of the association include the preservation of 
all such matters of historic interest as these, and at the annual general 
meeting in November last, when a lecture on the subject was given by 
Mr. Percy Maylam, a motion was unanimously carried ‘‘ condemning as 
unnecessary and mischievous the proposal to abolish gavelkind. one of 
the most ancient, interesting, and equitable of the customary laws of 
the kingdom.”’ 

At the London Sessions on Wednesday a difficulty arose in connec- 
tion with an order which was said to have been made recently by Mr. 
Basil Thompson, the Assistant Commissioner of Metropolitan Police 
concerning the proof of previous convictions. It seems that the warders 
ind waredresses. who hed been doing the identification work. have been 
notified that they should not attend the court unless police officers were 
unable to speak to the previous history of the prisoner. Comparatively 
few prison officers are able to testify to the past record of a great 
number of persons, whereas the new order involves the attendance of 
many police officers from various districts. Mr. Robert Wallace, K.C.. 
said it was really not in the interests of justice that attempts should 
be made to save the small expenditure that was necessary in order to 
produce proper witnesses. It was impossible to administer justice pro 
perly unless the warders were present. In the circumstances of the 
particular case he had to postpone sentence, so that the necessary in- 
formation might be » Secthoeming, 




















ESTABLISHED IN THE 
FIRE, LIFE, ACCIDENT, 
BURGLARY, ETC. 


ANNUITIES with special terms for 


“u-der average” lives. 


ATLAS ASSURANCE COMPANY LTD. 


REIGN OF GEORGE IIL. 





Heap Orrice: 92, CHEAPSIDE, LONDON, E.C. 


LEASEHOLD, CAPITAL REDEMPTION, OR SINKING FUND POLICIES. 


RATES REDUCED. GUARANTEED SURRENDER VALUES INCREASED. 





The total resources of the 


Company exceed 


FIVE AND A HALF MILLIONS 
STERLING. 
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The decision of Mr. P. E. Pilditch, the arbitrator, has been given 
on the claim of Mr. William Willett, jun., against H.M. Office of Works, 
for £53,450 compensation for the acquisition of 7,900 sq. ft. of land in 
Clifford’s Inn, under the scheme for the extension of the Record Office. 
The evidence was heard at the Surveyors’ Institution on 7th and 8th 
November. It was stated by the claimant’s counsel, when the claim was 
heard, that in 1903 the property was put up to auction at the Mart, 
E.C., as a building site of 38,000 sq. ft., and was purchased by Mr. 
Willett at £100,000. On behalf of the claimant a vaiuation of £50,597 
was submitted by Mr. C. A. Lang, Mr. J. D. Matthews, and Mr. 
Wallace Elliot ; and one of £52,394 by Mr. Samuel Walker and Mr. 
Edwin Fox. On the other hand, valuations ranging from £13,000 to 
£17,000 were supported by Mr. Howard Martin, Mr. Townsend Green, 
Mr. Leslie Vigers, and Mr. Chatfield Clarke. The arbitrator has fixed 
the amount of compensation payable by the Crown at £30,600. 


The Lord Chief Justice was entertained at dinner on Wednesday night 
ot the Wharncliffe Rooms. Hotel Great Central, by the Maccabeans, in 
honour of his appointment. The chair was occupied by Professor R. 
Meldola, F.R.S. The chairman, in proposing the toast of the evening, 
said the elevation of Lord Reading marked an epoch in the history of 
this country. Lord Reading was not only the first British subject of 

ieir race to hold this exalted position, but as Attorney-General he was 
the first occupant of that office who was given a seat in the Cabinet. 
Surely this country had given an object-lesson in the emancipation of 
thought that could not but make for the highest civilization. “And 
the Lord Chief Justice had gained his position through shees merit. 
The Lord Chief Justice, in reply, said that what they were celebrating 
was not the fact that he as an individual was Lord Chief Justice of 
Peglond: it was that thev desired rirhtly to chrenicle in their annals 
the fact that he happened to be the first of the Jewish community to 
be appointed to that position. He had been astounded at the extra- 
ordinary interest which this had excited amongst members of the 
Jewish community throughout the whole world. Its consequence was 
of the greatest importance in this connection, that it established the 
fact that there was no bar, by reason of religion or race. to the position 
which a man might attain to in this country, not even the Lord Chan 
cellorship. 


In the City of London Court on the 15th inst., says the Times, 
before Judge Atherley Jones, K.C., John Kirkley, of Westmoreland 
street, Pimlico, was sued by the Great Eastern Railway Company for 
1s. 4d. excess railway fare. Mr. F. C. Scott. for the company, stated 
that on the 6th of August the defendant travelled to Ingatestone and 
back with a cheap week-end ticket, for which he paid 2s. 9d. The 
ordinary return fore was 4s. ld. The tieket said on the fece of it 
that it was available for return on the following Sunday or Monday, 
and the defendant had no right to .return the same day. The only 
other case on the point came before the assistant registrar of that 
court, but in that case, after a judgment had been obtained against 
the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway, it was abandoned. 
The defendant. who conducted his own case, said there was much public 
misapprehension on the point. He would not have bought the ticket 
had he known he conld not return on the seme day. The bill which the 
company issued was not clear as the ticket, and he urged that the 
conditions on the ticket were not binding, as they were imposed after 
the money had been paid. The condition was not sufficiently brought 
to his notice to saddle him with it, and it was misleading. It did not 

wv snecifeally thet be eenld not come back on the Saturdav Judge 
Atherley Jones said that the defendant was hound by the conditions on 
the ticket, and he could not come back on the Saturday with a cheap 
week-end ticket, which was an indulgence on the nart of the company. 
He saw the notice on a handbill before he took the ticket. and there- 
fore he had given his case away. If the words on the ticket did not 
mean that the defendant could not return on the Saturday they were 
meaningless. He gave judgment for the plaintiffs with costs on the 
higher scale, and he gave the defendant leave to appeal. 


Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scottish TeMPERANCE Lire AssuRANCE Co. (LimtTep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 








Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone : City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Old ’Varsity men will be glad to know that they can still obtain their 
favourite Luunge Chair—one of the most delightful reminders of College 
days. _ The ‘* Oxford ’Varsity” Chair is made in five sizes: price, 
according to length of seat, 23 in. 22s. 6d.; 27 in. 26s. 6d.; 30in. 29s. 6d.; 
33 in. 32s. 6d.; 36 in. 35s. 6d. Patterns of coverings free from the 
makers, WILLIAM BAKER & Co., Oxford.—(Advt.) 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY APPEAL CoURT Mr. Jus‘ice Mr. Justice 


Date. RoTa, No. 1 JoYor. WARRINGTON. 
Monday Jan. 26 Mr. Leach Mr. Jolly Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. bloxam 
Tuesdiy ....27 Goldschmidt Greswell Blexam Jolly 
Wednesday ..28 Borr. r Bloxam Farmer Synge 
Thursday ....29 Synge Goldschmidt Church Farmer 
Friday ......90 Farmer Leach Greswell Church 
Saturday ... 31 Church Borrer Leach Goldschmidt 

Date Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

a NEVILLE. EVE. SARGANT. ASTBURY. 
Monday Jan 26 Mr. Borrer Mr. Church Mr. Greswell Mr. Synge 
Tuesday ....27 Leach Farmer Church Korr-r 
Wednesday ..28 Greswell Goldschmidt Leach Jolly 
Thursday ....29 Jolly Leach Borrer Bloxam 
. oF 3) Bloxam Bor er Syrge Gold chmidt 
Saturday ....31 Synge Greswell Jolly Farmer 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters IN CHAMBERS, 1914. 
A to F. 
Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Bonner. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Macdonell. 
G to N 
Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Chitty. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Day. 
O. to Z. 
Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Archibald. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Jelf. 
Practice MASTER. 

A master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the 
following rota to dispose of all questions of practice, ex parte applica 
tions and general business. 

Monday, Master Jelf; Tuesday, Master Chitty; Wednesday, 
Master Macdonell; Thursday, Master Bonner; Friday, Master Day ; 
Saturday, Master Archibald. 








The Propertv Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
January 28. - Messrs. Epwiw For, Bousrixip, Burnetrs & Bappewey, at the Mart, 
at 2: Shares, &c. (see advertisement, beck page, this week). 
Febraary 10.—Messrs. Wearneratt & Guesy, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, Jan. 10). 
Febrnary 18.—Messrs. Trouiorr, at the Mart: Town House (see advertisement, 
back page, Jan 17). 
Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Policies, &c. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp heli their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
following lots were sold, at the prices mentioned : — 


ABSOLOTE REVERSION to One-ninth of £9,925 .. a . Sold £520 
CONTINGENT 'REV*RSION to One-fifth of about £6,000; also 
POLICY for £1,400 ea fee tae | Gee. ae » £330 
6 £20 5 PER CENT. DEBENTURE ee eee eee =e ee » £61 
Dit'o ditto ditto oes es ee ee ee » £0 
CONTINGENT REVERSION to £3,823 oe om at eee » £100 








Winding-up Notices. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Jan. 9. 


ENTERPRISE (BRITISH COLUMBIA) MINES, LTD. 
YMIR GOLD MINES, LTD. 

G R. Seton # Co, Lrp. 

YM'R Trust, LTD. 

SANTA LUCIA SYNDICATE, LTD. 

BARNSBURY BREWERY, LTD. 

GAUNTLETT, LTD. - 

ADELPHI PICTURE THEATRES, LTD. 
ABERDARE FOOTBALL CLUB, LTD. 

BARCELONA STEAMSH P Co, LTD. 

ORCHIS STEAMSHIP Co, LTb. 

POTRERO-ALTO SYNDICATE, LTD. 

HENRY FINKLER & Co, LTD. 

THE ROCHDALE CARRIAGE Co. LTD. 

AFRICAN ADVERTISING AND INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, LTD. 
POoLE WAREHOUSING Co, LTD. 

STANDARD CANADIAN INVESTMENTS, LTD. 
ARAN SYNDICATE, LTD. 

THE BRADFOKD CINEMATOGRAPH Co, LTD. 
THE NEWCASTLE CINEMATOGRAPH, Co, LTD. 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Jan. 13. 


WoOoDLEA DAIRIES, LTD. 
TARALOUVA TEA CO, LTD. 


| East COAST MARINE AND PAPER Stock Co, LTp. 
| A. C. DE Pinna, LTD. 


“Goop Luck” GOLD MINING Co, LTD. 
Kosmos ART SYNDICATE LTD. 

ANGLO SOOTTISH SHIPPING C’, LTD. 
NORTHUMBERLAND CLUB LTD. 
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Rio Det Oro Co, LTD. 

YORKSHIRE GLASS INSURANCE Co, LTD. 
ALBERT POLE & Son, LTD. 

DRYDEN Prevs, LID. 

CaMDEN HIPPRODOME, LTD. 

CARLISLE Bros, Lip. 

HEATH*PIELD AND District WATER Co, LTD. 
RAYMOND ROZE ENGLISH OPERA SYNDICATE, LTD. | 
THE ASHTON HALL COAL AND BRICK, Co, LTD. 
MEXBOROUGH CINEMA Co, LID. 

EUXINE STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 

CROMPTON AND Evans’ Union BANK, LTD 

STANDARD DYE AND COLOR Co, LTD. 


. ) . 
Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Oat. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 16. 
PEARCE, FRANCIS HENRY, 19, Clifford st, Bond st, Tailor Feb 18 Pearce v Pearce, 


Judge in Chambers, Room No. 288, Royal Cou:ts of Justice, Strand Coe, 14, Hart 
at, Kioomsury 

Wariout, Josevn EDWARD, Rotherham, Yorks Feb13 Lanura Co, Limited v Brameld 
and Another, Sergant, J. Hartley, Doncaster 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 20, 

CHuuRncHILE, ADA KATE Mostyn Lioyp, Barnes, Surrey Feb 12 Churchill and Another 
v Churchill, Judge in Chambers, Room 252, Royal Courts of Justice Churcuill, 
Essex st, Strand 

Hvuaues, WILLIAM, Glanrafon Farm. Llangerniew, Denbigh, Farmer 
and Others v Hughes, Neville, J. Amphlett, Colwyn Bay 


Feb 26 Hughes 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Jan. 9. 
ARM°TRONG, MARY, Rochdale Feb ly Jackson & Co, Rochdale 
BIRKETT, FRANCES JANE, Helsington, ne Kendal Feb 9 Thompson, Bentham, nr Lan 
caster 
BIRKINSHAW, ARTHUR HENRY, Tunbridge Wells Jan 31 
Helen's pl 
BLACKBURN, Rosk HANNAG, Manningham, Bradford Feb6 Clough & Crabtree, Cleck- 
heaton 
BRANCH, HELENA, Combe Dowa, nr Bath Feb 21 Stone & Co, Bath 
S4EMARIDGR, Rev Henry, Winkleizh, Devon Feb 6 Ford & Co, Exeter 
BROWNE, WILLIAM Rospert, Teignmouth Mar 10 Havers, Norwich 
BROWNHILL, HANNAH, Choriton o1 Medlock, Manchester Feb 21 Addleshaw & Co, 


Layton & Webber, St 


Bouter, Henny, Hanwell, Oxfor!, Farmer Feb 6 Fiirfax & Barfield, Banbury 

Caupecorr, Evtza, Husbands Bosworth, Leicester Feb 14 Reyn lds & Miles, Basing- 
hall st 

Caiwrara, James Hersert, Rosh rville Powe Station, nr Cleveland, 8 Africa, Electrical 
Eugineer Mar 0? Newlanis & Newlands Sou +h Shields 

CHAPMAN, WILLIAM GREENHILL, Gordon rd, Ealing Feb 2u Robbins & Co, Strand 

CLARK , WILLIAM, Salford, Lancs, Showman Feb 9 Howard @ Co, Manchester 

DupLessts, JOULES JoserpH HyYActntug, Lymington, Southamptou Feb 2 Johnson & 
Son, Theobald s rd 

DurLessis, Louts# FANNY, Lymington, Southampton Feb2 Johnson & Son, Theobald'srd 

Espik, ANNIE HARRIETTE CLEMAS, Clifton Bristol Feb12_ Parry, Bristul 

FortrT, JANE, Newton Abbo’, Devon Feb 12 Stone & Co, Bath 

FRASER, JAMES, Chichester Feb 23 Lovell & Co, Gray’s Inn sq 

GARDNER, EMILY KNOWLES. Fleet, Hants Jan 31 Upperton & Co, Lincoln s Inn flelds 

GEORGIADES, DEMETUIUS, Paris, France, Journalist Feb 5 Stephenson & Co, Lumbard 


st 

GREEN, THOMAS, Oxford Jan 31 Holiday & Co, Carfax, Oxford 

GRIME, JAMES, Dukinfield, Chester,Grocer Jan 24 Pownall & Co, Ashton under Lyne 

GRUNDY, CLARENCER ttUGH CoLVIN, Elma rd, Dulwich Village,Surrey Janz7 Speyer 
& Sone, Austin friars House 

GUNDRY, SARAH ANN ELIZABETH SLATOR, Addison rd, Kensington 
Wilson, Guildhall camors 

HALE, HUMPHEKY, Bristol, Licensed Victnaller Jan 19 Spofferth, Bristol 

Hak, ELIZ. BETH ANN, Bolton Feb 20 Bal-haws, Bolton 

Hopaeson, SAM, Gomersa!, York Feb 6 Clough & Crabtree, Cleckheaton 

hoLMES, JOHN, Low Bentuam, Yorks, Farmer Feb 9 Tnompson, Bentham, nr Lan- 
caster 

JACKSON, GEORGINA DOUGLAS, Waterloo, nr Liverpool Feb 5 Kean, Fleetwood 

JACKSON, CATHERIN®, Lytham, Lancs Jan 31 Buck & Co, Svuthport 

KENYON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Manchester Feb 25 Farrar & Cu, Manchester 

LAMBEET, Pexcy Evoar, Knightsbridge Febilz Bennett & Ferris, Coleman st 

LANGLEY, BERTRAM, Rock Fe ry, Chester, Caartered Accuuntaut Feb lu Duncan & 
Co, Liverpool 

Lee, JANE PREIBURY, Nottingham Jan17 Simpson & Lee, Nottingham 

LEVIN, MIRtaM, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale Feb 2 Coburn & Co, Leadenhall st 

LEWIS, CHRISTMAS HUGH, Denb'gh, Grocer Feb14 Junes & Co, Denbigh 


Feb 14 Dunn & 


MATTHEWS, ANN MARIA, Windsor rd, Palmer's Green Feb 10 Plaskitt & Co, Cop- 
thall av 

Moore, ZACCHEUS, Mixenden, n. Halifax,3Worsted Spinner Feb: 10 Storey & Co, 
Halifax 

OLDFIELD, DIANA, Eccles, nr Manchester Feb 10 Bowden, Manchester 

OYENS, SOPHIE DE MAREZ, he Hague, Holland Feb 11 Leader & Co, 76, Newgate st 


| PARR, JOHN CLARE WALTER, Cheltenham +Feb 28 Masterman & Everington, 


Pancras In 
PAPWORTH, MARGARET, Worcester Feb Bartlett & Sons, Sherborne 
PENDLEBURY, MARY ANN, South Shore, Brackpool Feb7 Hall & Co, Manchester 
PENDLEBURY, WALTER HERBERT, Bradford Feb7 Hall & “o, Manchester 
R&GALZI, CRLESTINO, Wardour st Feb 10 Richards & Co, York pl, Portman sq 
KOGERSON, MARTHA ELIZABETH, West Didsbury, Manchester Feb Preston, Man- 
chester 
SAMUEL, ALEXANDER Lewis, Hove, Sussex Feb5 Brutton & Co, Hove 
SHUFFLEBOTHAM, ENocd, Barnt Green, Worcester, Oil Refiner Feb 3 Thomas & Co 
Birmingham 
- LANEY, GrorGE, East Kirkby, Nottingham, Engine Fitter Feb14 Alcock, Mansfield 


| STENHOUSK, AGNES, Berwick upou Tweed Feb 10 Willoby & Peters, Berwick upon 


Tweed 

Sworp, ADAM, Leeds Feb2 Hewson & Co, Leeds 

THOMPSON, MARY ANN, King’s Lynn, Norfulk Feb 12 Sadler & Woodwark, King’s 
Lyon 

TRAVERS, MARCUS JOHN OUCHTERLONY, Margaret st, Regent st Mar is Slade, 
Queen Victoria st 

WALLACE, ALFxED RUSSELL, Broadstone, Dorset Feb18 Martin, Queen st 

WARNE, FREDERICK JAMES, St George's rd, Southwark Feb7 Matthews & Co, Union 
Kank Chambers, Southwark 

WARR, SARAH ANN, Squirrels Heath, Essex Mar,7 Cheesman, King’s Bench walk, 
Templ 

WATSON, JONATHAN, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs,Commission Agent Mar 3 Ogden & 
Co, Manchester 

WESTBY, CATHERINE, LOUISA, Hove, Sussex Feb9 Parker & Co, King William st 

WHEATLEY, ELIZABETH, Lawn Hospital, Lincon Jan 31 Tweed & Co, Saltergate, 
Lincoln 

WILSON, Rev. MURRAY, Bath Feb 21 Stone & Co, Bath 

London Gazette.—TOE3DAY, Jan 13 

BROOKS, MARTHA Louisa, Oxford and Cambridge mans Jan31 Holt, Chancery In 

SULLMUKE, WILLIAM JOHN, brighton Feb8 Bramsdon & Childs, Portsmouth 

CAMPBELL, WILLIAM HENRY, Lancaster gate, Hyde Park Feb14 Pennington & Sons 
Lincoln's Inn fields 

CHILVERS, RoBpert JosEPH, High st, Stepney, |Pawnbroker Feb 24 Crossfield & Co, 
Hackney rd 

CROMPTON, PERCY RICHARDSON, Bury, Paper Manufacturer Feb 21 Watson & Chell, 
Bury 

CROSSLEY, MARY, Ilmington, Warwickshire Jan 27 Barkes, Moreton-in-Marsh 

CROXFORD, CHRISTOPHEK THOMAS, Stephendale rd, Fulham Feb 12 Freeman & Son, 
Bedtord row 

CUTBILL, FREDERICK THOMAS, 
church st 

EATON, JOHN EDWIN ALFRED, Manchester, Public house Manager Feb 28 Cobbett & 
Co, Manchester 

ELLISON, ANDREW JAMES, Redland, Bristol, Artificer Engineer Feb 21 Dauncey & 
Sons, «vewport, Mon 

FREELOVE, PHILIP HAYMAN, Stansted Mountfitchet, Essex Feb 14 Yeilding & Co 
Vincent sq, Westminster 

GILLOT?r, FREDERICK MALIN, Duke's av, Chiswick, Chartered Accountant Feb 21 
Stoneham, Essex st, Strand 

Gotr, GkoRGE WILLIAM MARSHALL, Barkingside, Essex, Fa mer eb 0 Wood & 
Wootton, Fish st hill 

HART, ELIZABETH, Bournemouth Feb10 Gwynn & Co, Bristol 

Hones GEORGE, St George, Bristol, Market Gardener Feb 9 
Bristol 

HoaG, THoMAS, Horsfoith, Yorks Feb 17 Bulmer & Co, Leeds 

Hutton, Davip Mount Birkdale Feb13 Gili & Co, Liverpool 


Beckenham, Kent Feb 21 Simpson & Co, Grace- 


Strickland & Co, 


| JENNER. SARAH, Sandgate, Kent Feb27 AD& LJ D brockman, Folkestone 


KEW, JANE, Sheffield Jan 31 Howe & Co, Sheffield 
LANE, JANE, Liverpool Feb 28 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 
LEFEVER, WILLIAM, St Stephen’srd, Bow Feb13 Jones, Spital sq 


| METCALFE, MARY ISABEL, Westbourne Park Feb 17 Dean, Old Broad st 


ORAM, LOUISA, Prestwick, ar Manchester Febils Yeilding& Co, Vincent eq 

Ou.TON, WILLIAM, Liverpool,JP Feb 138 Evans & Vv, Liverpool 

OWENS, THEOPHILUS GEORGE, Carysfurt rd, stoke Newington Feb 14 Nisbet & Co, 
Lincoln's Inn flelds 

PREECE, Sir WILLIAM HENRY, Peorhos, Carnarvon Feb 24 Fox & Preece, Dean’s yd 
Westminster 

RICHARDSON, JOSEPH Woop, Leeds, Silk Mercer Fcb 28 Whittington, Leeds 

Rosk, HARREETT ELIZABETH, Canterbury Feb9 Mercer & Baker, Cantervury 

SMITH, JOSEPH, Nottingham, Dairywan Marl Ford, Nottingham 

SpRices, ARTHUR RICHARD, Southead on Sea Feb2 Fry & Young, Southend on Sea 

l'AYLOR, CHARLES, Tunbridge Wells Feb28 Javobs & Greenw , New Broad st 

VALLANS, KLIZABETH, Hucclecote, nr Gloucester Feb 6 Rickerby & Co, Cheltenham 

VARKLEY, HENRY WILKINSON, Southport Feb9 Radcliffes & Higginson, Blackburn 

VARLEY, JAMES, Blackburn Feb9 Raudcliffes & Higginson, Blackburn 

VERION, RHODA, South Bersted, Sussex Feb16 Statfurth, Bognor 

WALKER, EDGAR, Hudderstield, Cloth Dyer Feb20 Ramsden & Vo, Huddersfield 

WILLMOTT, ELIZA ANN, Reading Feb1l Brain & Brain, Reading 

WORLEY, MARTHA, Birmingham Feb 21 Pointon & Evershed, Birmingham 

Wrient, WILLIAM, Hanley, rrinter Feb9 Day, Stoke ou Trent 








B N 19 at 11.15 vff Ree, 

ankruptcy otices. Catherine st, Pontypridd 

London Gazette—TURSDAY, Jan 9. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLWORK, ALBERT, and HuspertT WILLIAM ALLWORK, 
Ruislip, Midalx, Builders Jan 20 at 12 14, Bedford 
row , : 21, King st, Wakefield 

ANDREWS, CAROLINE FRANCIS, Ramsgate, Hotel Keeper 
Jan 17 at 12 Off Rec, 634, Castle st, Canterbury 

ASTLEY, JAME+ THOMAS, Lianfyllin, Montgomery, Work- 
house Master Feb2 at 10.00 1, High st, Newtown 

BENJAMIN, MORRIS Louts, Cheetham, Manchester, Ware- 
house Packer Jan 19at3 Off Kec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Bices, Henry Thomas, Central parade, West End In, 
Butcher Jan 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BINNING, JAMES THOMPSON, Marine Insurance Broker 
Jan 20 at il Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale 
at, Liverpool 

CASHEN, E 8, Kew Gardens,Surrey Jan 20 at 11.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Cousins, FRANCIS EpwAarRD, MARY JANE COUSINS, and 
KATHERINE ALICE Cousins, Weybridge, Surrey, Job- 
masters Jan 20 at 11 182, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 


117, St Mary st, Cardiff 


Manufacturer Jan 20 at 


kruptcy bidgs, Carey st 





rd, Bournemouth 





DAVIES, WILLIAM, Llanbradach, Glam, Ironmonger Jan 


DICKINSON. GEOKGE WILLIAM, Fo'kestone, Waiter Jan 17 
at 12330 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

GOLDRING, FANNY ELLEN, Gloucester, Draper's Assistant 
Jan 19 at 10 Off Rec. 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

HILLABY, JouN, Wakefield, Grocer Jan 19 at1l Off Ree, 


Hones, HUBERT,‘ ardiff, Boot Maker Jan i9at3 Off Rec, 


Kimpton, EDWARD, Leicester, 
Rec, 1. Berridue st, Leicester 
MABRY, GUY, Carpenters r 


MEADE, FRANK, Mare st, Hackney, Leather Merchant Jan 
20 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs Carey st 

NAYLOR, JOHN EDWARD, First av, Acton Park, Commercial 
Traveller Jan20at3 14, Bedford row 

NoppeR, LUTHER ARNOLD, Sheffield, Auctioneer Jan 21 
at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

PsSIMENOS, GEORGE JoHN, Welbeck st Jan 2i at 11 Ban- 


SAUNDERS, WALTER PERCY CHARLES, Bournemouth, Con- . 
tractor Jan 19 at 2 Dorchester chmbrs, Yelverton | COOPER, ALLAN, Bishopstone, Sussex, Farmer Lewes Pet 
Jan7 Or n7 


SELBY, JoHN WILLIAM, Kingston — Hull, Coal Dealer 
Jan 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Huil 

SMITH, ELEEN, and CLARA FOULKES ARTHTR, Buxton, 
Schoolmistresses Jan 20 at li Castile cumbrs, 6, 
Vernon st, Stockport 

STAMPER, THOMAS EDWARD, Barton on Humber, Fruit 
Grower Jan 17 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, 
Great Grimsby 

TATHAM, WILLIAM, Lydd, Kent, Tailor Jan 17 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 12a, Mariborough pl, Brighton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ASHMORE, ARTHUR HALIBURTON, 
Brighton Pet Novl12 Ord Jan7 

BARTLEY, WILLIAM, RICHARD, Newtown, New Mills, 
Cheshire, Boot Dealer Stockport Pet Jan 7 Ord 
Jan7 

BENJAMIN, MorRIS Louis, Manchester, Warehouse Packer 
Manchester Pet Jan6 Ord Jan6 

BLAND, WILLIAM LIVESEY, Reynold Farm, nr Shrewsbury, 
Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury Pet Decl Ord Jan6 

BRANSON, GEORGE FREDERICK, Barnet, Herts High Court 
Pet Novi7 Ord Jan6 


St Catherine's chmbrs, St 


Traveller Jani7at12 Off 


i, Stratford, Iron Building Hassocks, Susser 


1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
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Folkestone, Waiter 
Canterbury Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 6 

DRIVER, CHARLES HENRY, Barmouth, Merionethshire, 
Hotel Proprietor Aberystwyth Pet Jan 5 O:d 
Jan 5 

FIPPARD, BENJAMIN, Portamouth Portsmouth 
13 Ord Jan 6 

GREENWOOD, JOHN, | Wigan, Beerseller Wigan Pet Jan 
7 Ord Jan7 

HAWKINS, WILLIAM Henry Jonny, Ogmore Vale, Glam, 
¥ruiterer Cardiff Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 6 

JuNcK, JAKOB, Essex rd, Islington, Baker High Cou't 
Pet Nov20 Ord Jan7 

KENT, FREDERICK, Fleet, Lincs, Blacksmith King’s Lynn 
Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 6 

KIMPTON, EDWARD, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 6 

MasBey, Guy, Carpenters rd, Stratford, Iron Buiiding 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan6 

MAcFIg, DOUGLAS ARTHUR, Harriugton gdns, South Ken- 
sington HighCourt Pet April 30 Ord Jan 5 

MILLS, JAMES JOSEPH, Cromwell rd, Kensington, Lodging 
House Keeper Hi:h Court Pet Nov2i Ord Jan5 

MILWARD, GEORGE CLIFFORD, Folkestone, Hotel Proprietor 
Canterbury Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 5 

NICOLL, PETER PERCY, Compton rd, Winchmore Hill, 
Middix High Comt Pet Sevt 30 Ord Jan7 

NoTLEY, CHARLES HENRY, Piddletrenthide. 
Miller Dorchester Pet Jan5 Ord Jan5 

PAZOLT, ARTHUR NICHOLAS, York st, We:tminster, Motor 
Car Agent HighCourt Pet Uct 9 Ord Jan7 

PucH, WILLIAM EDWARD, and ARTHUR SIDNEY PUGH, 
Lytham, Lancs, Cycle Dealers Preston Pet Dee 11 
Ord Jan 6 

RAE, CATHERINE HELEN, Southport Liverpool Pet Dec 
22 Ord Jan5 

RICHARDSON, H A, St James’ st, Westminster High Court 
Pet June 24 Ord Jan 7 

RoFFE, GEORGE, City rd, Cycle Agent High Curt Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Jan 6 

SELBY, JOHN WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Coal Dealer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 5 urd Jan 5 

STAMPER, THOMAS EDWARD, barton on Humber, 
Grower Great Grimsby Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

TATHAM, WILLIAM, Lydd, Kent, Tailor Hastings Pet 
Jan6 Ori Jané6 

WHEELDON,J AN,and WILLIAM R°BINSON, Hatton garden, 
=e M nufacturers High Court Pet Dec22 urd 

an 3 

WHITE, GEORGE SAMUEL WESTON, Lutley Grange, nr 
Stourbridge, Farmer Scourbridge Pet Jan 7 Ord 
Jan7 


Amended | otice substituted for that published in the 
*.ondon, Gaztte of July 29,1910: 


NortTH, DuDLEY JOHN, St Jame’s pl High Court Pet 
May 28, 1910 Ord July 25, 1910 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Cook, WILLIAM Caversham, Reading, Draper 
Adjud July 11 Annul Dec 18 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


DRABBLE, FREDERIOK PEARSON, Well st, Hackney, Chemi-t 
High Court Pet Sept 28, 19.8 Rec Ord Sept 28, 1\08 
Adjud Oct 8,1908 Rec & Annul Jan 3, 1914 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 13. 


BROADBERY, FREDERICK, Retford, Fish and Game Dealer 
Lincoln Pet Jan9 OrdJan 9 

Datigs, Ruys, Cowbridge, Glam, Farmer 
Jan 8 Ord Jan8 

Dosik, GEORGE,|Grange over Sands, Lancs,Grocer Barrow 
in Forness Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 

DvckWORTH, ARTHUR DAVID, Manchesjer, Master Sign- 
writer Manchester PetJan 9 Ord Jan 9 

DurpbEY, WILLIAM, Worksop, Farmer sheffield Pet Jan 9 
Ord Jan 9 


Traveller in Wines 


Dorset 


Fruit 


Cardiff Pet 


GauNT, WILLIAM SMITH, Bedford, Cycle Agent Bedford 
Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan8 
Gipson, GEORGE, West Bridgford, Notts, Dairyman’s 


Assistant Nottingham PetJan 3 urd Jan 9 


Pet Nov | 


Reading | 


Nottingham Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 
Ives, HENRY FKANK, Abercrave, Brecon, Carpenter 
Neatn Pet Jsun9 Ord Jan9 
JONES, JOHN LkEwWIS, Khyl, Flint, Company Director 
__ Bangor Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 
| KIDDIER, JAMES FREDERICK, Nottingham Journeyman 


GOODSELL, WILLIAM, Southborough, Kent, Antique Dealer 
Tunbridge Weils Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 8 
GRAYSON, ALBERT VIcTOR, Cleveland mans, 

High Court Pet Aug 26 Ord Jan 9 
HUBBARD, ARTHUR, Nottingham, Photographic Artist 


Brixton 


Fitter Nottingham PetJan9 Ord Jan9 

MARTIN, WILLIAM HENRY, Plymouth, Baker Plymouth 
Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan8 

RAMSBOTTOM, EDMUND, Manchester, Club Steward _Man- 
chester Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

REES, ROBERT WILLIAM, Treorchy, Glam, Insurance 
Agent Pontypridd Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

TYERMAN, E. E., Leadenhall st, Printer High Court 
Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 8 

WIbDISON, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Fish Fryer 
ham PetJan9 Ord Jan9 

WILMOTT, CHARLES GeOxGE, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's 


Notting- 


_ Bush High Court Pet Dec 6 Oru Jan 8 
Witty, WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, General Dealer Great 
_ Grimsby PetJan 9 Ord Jan 9 
WOOLRIDGE, JAMES, Aberbargoed, Mon, Labourer 
Tredegar Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 
WRAY, CHARLES FREDERICK, Harrogate York Pet 


Dec 13 Ord Jan ¥ 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
AKEROYD, ROBERT KEDSLIE, Alnwick, Watchmaker Jan 
> at ll Uff Kec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 
yue 
BaLLy, HENRY GEORGE, Southsea, Hants Jan 28 at 3 
Otf Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Portsmouth 
BROADBERY, FREDERICK, Retford, Fish and Game Dealer 
Jan 27 at 12.30 Out Rec, 10, Bank st, Linculn 
COOPER, ALLAN, Bishopstone, Sussex, Farmer Jan 22 at 





12 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

DAVIES, RHYS, Cowbridge, Glam, Farmer Jan v2at3 Off 
Rec, 117, 3a;nt, Mary st, Carditf 

DRIVER, CHARLES HENRY, Barmonth, Hotel Proprietor 
Jan 2at3 Talydon Hotel, Barmouth 

GARNER CHARLES EDWARD, Redcar, Labourer Jan 21 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

GOODSELL, WILLIAM, Svuthborough, Ken , Antique Dealer 
Jan 22 at 2.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton 

GRAYSON, ALBELT VicToR, Cleveland mans, Brixton Jan 
26 atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GREENWOvD, JOHN, Wigan, Beerseller Jan 22at 11 Off 
Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

HAWKINS, WILLIAM HENRY JOHN, Ogmore Vale, Glam, 
Fruiterer Jau 22 at 11 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st 
Cardiff 

HERBERT, CONSTANCE ANNIE, Barking, Essex Jan 21 at 
12.15 The Angel Hotel, Bourne 

LOWTHER, JOHN WILLIAM, Robin Hood's Bay, Yorks 
Grocer Jan 21 at 3 Off Kec, Court chmbrs, Albert 
rd, Middlesbrough 

MARTIN, WILLIAM HENRY, Plymouth, Baker 
3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

NOTLEY, CHARLES HENRY, Pi idletrenthide, Dorset, Miller 
Jan 22at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salis- | 
bury 

PUGH, WILLIAM EDWARD, and ARTHUR SIDNEY PUGH, 
Lytiam, Lanes, Cycle Dealeis Janu 22 at 12.30 Off | 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester | 

RAE, CATHERINE HELEN, Southport Jan 21 at 11 Off | 
Rec, Union Mar.ne blugs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

REES, KUBERT WILLIAM, Treorchy, Glam, Insurance | 
Agent Jan 22 at 11.15 Off Kec, St Catnerine’s 
chm: rs, St Catherine st, Pontypr.dd | 

Scott, Sic Doua.as E, Salisoury, Wilts Jan 22 at 1.46 | 
Off Rec, City chmors, Catuerine st, Salisbury 

TYERMAN, E E, Leadenhall st, Printer Jan 22 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WIMm0T, CHARLES GxorGEk, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's Bush 
Janu 22at12 Bu.nhkruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Woop, ARTHUR, Leeds, Traveller Jan Zl at 11 
24 Bond st, Leeds 

WOOLRILGE, JAMES, Aberbargoed, Mon. Labourer Jan 23 | 
atil «ff Rec, 114, Commercial +t, Newport, Mon 

YARWOOD, THOMAS JOSEPH, Northwich, Chester, Librarian | 
Jan 22 atl2 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffordshire | 


Jan 22 at 


Off Ree, 


| WooLkiDGE, JAMES, Aberbargoed, Mon, Labourer 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bice*, HENRY THOMAS, Central ‘parade, West End In 
Butcher High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord Jan8 

BROADBERY, FREDERICK, Retford, Fish aud Game Dealer 
Lincoln Pet Janyv Ord Jan 9 

CASHEN, EDWARD STEPHEN, Kew Gardens, Surrey High 
Court Pet Dec 4 Ord Jan 9 

COUSINS, | RANCIS EDWARD, MARY JANE COUSINS, and 
KATHERINK ALICE CoUsINS, Weybridge, Surrey, 
Jobmasters Kingston, Surrey Pet Jau5S Ord Jan 8 

DUCKWORTH, ARTHUR DAVib, Manchester, Master Sigu- 
writer Manchester Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 

DURNEY, WILLIAM, Worksop, Farmer Sheffleld Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan 9 

EDWARDS, CHARLES JAMES Longton, Staffs Stoke upon 
jreut Pet Nové Ord Jan9 

GANTLETT, THOMAS WILLIAM, Winchester st, Pimlico, 
Builder High Court Pet Sept z4 Ord Jan 10 

GAUNT, WILLIAM SMITH, Bedford, Cycle Agent Bedford 

Pet Jan1 Ord Jan8 

GIDEON, MELVILLE JosEPH, The Sovoy Hotel, Strand 
High Court Pct Nov21 Ord Jan 10 

Gipson, GEORGE, West Bridgford, Notts, Dairyman'’s 
Assistant Nottingham PetJan3 Ord Jan9 

GORDON, ABRAHAM LAZARUS, New Inn yd, Cabinet and 
Chair Frame Maker High Court Pet Dec 3 Ori 
Jan 9 

HEDGES, FREDERICK JAMES, Stewkley, nr Bletchley, Bucks 
Farmer Luton Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 1) 

HILLABY, JOHN, Wakefield, Grocer Wakefield 
Ord Jan 6 

HUBBARD, ARTHUR, Nottingham, Photographic Artist 
Nottinghom Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan9 

Hursk, JOHN EDMUND, Chiswick High Court 
Ord Jan 9 

Ives, HENRY FRANK, Abercrave, Brecon, Carpenter Neath 
Pet Jan9 Ord wan 9 

JoNES, JoHN LEwIs, Rhyl, Flint, Company Director 
Bangor Pet Jan9 (rd Jan 9 

KIDDIER, JAMES FREDERICK, Nottingham, Jonrneyman 
Fitter Nottisghsm Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9d 

MARTIN, WILLIAM HENRY, Plymouth, Baker 
Pet Jans Ord Jan 8 

Moopy, RICHARD JOHN, Portsmouth, Butcher 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Jan 2 

RAMSAY, THOMAS, Glasgow, !Architect 
Sept 27 Ord Jan 10 

RAMSBOTTOM, EDMUND, Manchester, Clu » Steward 


Pet Jan 6 


Pet Oct 21 


Plymouth 
Portsmouth 
Liverpool Pet 


Man- 


chester PetJan9 Ord Jan 9 
REES, ROBERT WILLIAM, Treorchy, Glam, Issurance 
Agent Pontypridd Pet Jin 10 Ord Jan 10 
ScumittT, C A, Leadenhall st High Court Pet Nov 14 
Ord Jan 8 


SMITH, Captain CUTHBERT FAIRBANK. Horse Guards av, 
Whitehall High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Jau8 

STRONG, AYLMER CECIL, Henrietta st, Covent Garden, 
Publisher Hgh Court Pet Nov 18 Ord Jans 

Topb, RUTHELLA, Windsor, B.orks Widow Windsor 
Pet Oct 40 Urd Jan 9 

WIDDISON, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Fish Fryer 
ham Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 

WILMOT, CHARLES GEORGE, UXbridge rd, Shey herd’s Bush 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Jan 16 

Witty, WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, General Dealer 
Grimsby Pet Jan @ Ord Jan 9 

Woop, ARTHUR, Leeds, Traveller Leeds 
Jans 


Notting- 


Great 
Pet Dec 22 Ord 


Trede- 
gar Pet Jan8 OrdJans 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Jan. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ANDERSON, BooTH, & PARKER, Manchester 
Pet vee 30 Ord Jan 14 

3ARMES, CHARLES MAURICE, Ladywell, Kent 
P.t Des i2 Ord Jan 13 

BAXTRR, BAXTER & Co, Fenchurch bidgs, Merchants 
Hign Court Pet D.c9 Ord Janu 13 

BAYLEY, JOHN MATTHEW, Stretton, near Stafford, Farmer 
Wolverhampton Pet Jax1l4 Ori Jan 14 

BELL, WILLIAM, Grangetuwn, Yorks, Grocer 
brough PetJan 14 Ord Jan 14 

BLUNDELL, WILLIAM EpwWIN, Wallington, Surrey, Bank 
Clerk Croydon Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 13 

BOOTH, WILSON, M sajey, Lancs, Rubber Reclaimer Ash 
touunderlyue Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 


Manchester 


Greenwic') 


Middles- 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


ae 


FUND, LIMITED, - 


MOORGATE STREET, Lomwwvoww, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


.o. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERB. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent oa 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


application. 


a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Briaes, HENRY BERNARD, Castleford, 
Wakefield Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 

BrowN, WILLIAM, Shotiey Bridge, Durham, Saddler 
castle upon Tyne Pet Dec 15 Od ion 14 


Yorks, Grocer 


New- 


CARTER, THOMAS |. DWARD, Rotherham, Yorks, Insurance | 


Sheffield Pet Janl4 wrd Jan 14 

CHILD, KOBERT WILLIAM Juin, Long In, 
Baker High Court Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 

DAVIES, JOSEPH EDWARD, Holland st, Brixton, Secretary 
High Curt Pet Janis Ord Jaa 18 

FENWICK, JOHN THOMAS, Woolsington, nr Kenton, North 
umberland, Farmer Newcast eupon Tyne Pet Nov 
20 Ord Janl4 

Fox, WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Clerk 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

HARVEY, ARTHUR SIDNEY, 
Midd!x, Artist and Journalist 
12 Ord Jan 12 

HEYES, JOHN PARKER, 
Bloomsbury, Journalist 
Jan 12 

HOWARTH, PERCY, Darlington, Builder Stockton on Tees 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 12 

METCALFR, CHARLES WEsT, and BENJAMIN HoyLR, Bing- 
ley, Yorks, Commission Weavers Bradford Pet Jan 
18 Ord Jan !/3 

MOSES, AARON, Leman st, Whitechapel, Fur and 
Merchant High Court Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 

MURRAY, J MIDDLETON, Chaucer mans, Queen's 
gdns, West Kensington, Journali.t High Court 
Dec 9 Ord Jan 14 

NELMES, HENRY CHARLES, 
Gloucester Pet Jan 12 

PELTON, SYDNEY, Dartford, Kent, 
Ro hester Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan i2 

RE b, MILTON JoHN, Wane’ ead, Essex, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 

ROBERTS, THEODORE, Newport, Mon, Solicitor 
Mon Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 27 

SUMNER, THOMAS JAMEs, Ansdell, Lancs, Grocer Preston 
Pet Jan l4 Ord Jan l4 

SurtTEES, JAMES, Darlington, Labourer 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 

TATE, JOHN, Scunthorpe, Lincs 
13 Ord Jan 13 

THACKWELL, E FRANCIS, Teignmouth 
Ord Jan 13 

THOMAS, STANLEY LLEWELYN, Morriston, Swansea, Boot 
Dealer »-wansea PetJani3 Ord Jan 13 

Winca, ARTHUR, Exmouth Exeter Pet Jan 12 
anlv 


Agent 


Middlesbrough 


Linden rd, Muswell Hill, 
High Court Pet Jan 


Hart st, 
Ord 


Bloomsbury chmbrs, 
High Court Pet Jan i2 


Skin 


Club 

Pet 
Tredworth, Glos, Tailor 
Ord Jan 12 


Wine Merchant 


Newport, 


Stockton on Tees 


Great Grimsby Pet Jan 


Exeter Pet Novll 


Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ATTHILL, GUY DU 8, West Southbourne, 
schoolmaster Jan 27 at 1 
Catherine st, Salisbury 
BARTLEY, WILLIAM KiCHARD, Newtown, 
Cheshire, Boo. Dealer Jan 27 at 11.30 
chmbra, 6, Vernon 8, Stockport 
BAXTER, BAXTER & Co, Fenchurch bidgs, 
Jan 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st 
BLUNDELL, WILLIAM EDWIN, Wa:lington, Surrey, Bank 
Clerk Jan 26 at 11 132%, York rd, Westminster 
Bridze rd 
CHILD, RoBERT WILLIAM, Long In, Smithfield, Baker 
27 atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
DAVIES, EMILY VERA, Talgarth, Brecknock Jan 24 at 12.45 
?, Offa st, Hereford 
DAVIES, JOSEPH EpWakD, Holland st, Brixton, Secretary 
Jan 27 atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Dosik, GeorGsk, Grange over -ands, Lancs, Grocer 
atil.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
DUCKWORTH, ARTHUR DAVID, Fallowfi ld, Manchester, 
Master Signwriter Jan 26 at 3 Off Kec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 
DURDEY, WILLIAM, Worksop, Farmer 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Clerk Jan 27 at 12 
Kec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
GAUNT, WILLIAM SMITH, Bedford, Cycle Ageut Jan 27 
10.156 Messrs. Halliley and Murrison, Solicitors, Mi! 
at, Bedford : 
HARVEY, ARTHUR SypNEY, 
Artist and Journaiist 
bldgs, Carey st 
HEDGES, FREDERICK JAMES, Stewkley, nr 
bucks, Farmer Jan 28 at 11.30 
Northampton 
HEYES, JOHN PARKER. Hart st, Bloombury, Journalist 
Jan 26 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Ives, HENRY FRANK, Abercrave, Brecon, Carpenter 
v4 at ll 
Swansea 
JonES, JOHN Lewis, Rhyl, Flint, Company Director 
26 ac i2 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
KENT, FREDERICK, Ficet, Lincoln, Blacksmith 
1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
LAWTON, ARTHUR ELLIs, Stockport, Cheshire, Coal Mer- 
chant Jan 27 atli Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon 
st, Stockport 
Lewis, GEORGE WILLIAM, Humber, 
Jan 24 at 12.30 ¥%, Offa st, Hereford 
ME(CALFR, CHARLES WE>T, and BENJAMIN HoyLe, Bing- 
ley, Yorks, Commission Weavers Jan 26 at 11 Off 
R.c, 12, Duke st, bradford 
Moss, Aston, [eman st, Whitechapel, Fur and Skin 
Merchaut Jan 28atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
MURRAY, J ‘MIDDLETON, Chaucer mans, Queen's Club 
gdus, West Kensington, Journalist Jan 28 at 12 
Bbankruytey bidgs, Car y st 
PELTON, SYDN&Y, Dartford, Kent, Wine Merchant 
watill 115, High st, Rochester 
PRICE, ROSINA EMILY VEWNING, Penarth, Grocer 
26 at 3 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
RAMSBOTTOM, EDMUND, Fallowticld, Manchester, Club 
Steward Jan 26 at 3.3) uff Rec, Byrom st, Man 
chester 
REBD, MiLTON JoHN, Wanstead, Essex, Licensed Victu- 
aller Jan 2atill Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
SURTERS, JAMES, Darlington, Labourer Jsn 27 at 11.30 
Uff Kec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 


Bournemouth, 
Off Ree, City chmbrs, 


New Mills, 
Off Rec, Castle 


Merchants 


Jan 


Jan 24 


Jan 28 at 12 Off 


Fox Off 


Muswell Hill, 
Bankruptcy 


Linden rd, 
Jan 26 at 12 


Bletch'ey 
Off Rec, The Par. de, 


Jan 
Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, 


Jan 
Jan 24 at 
Farmer 


Hereford, 


Jan 


Jan 


Smithfield | 














TATE, JOHN, Scunthorpe, Lincs Jan 24 at 10.80 Off Rec, 
St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

WuiItk, GEORGE SAMUEL WESTON, Lutley Grange, near 
Stonrbridge, Worcester, Farmer Jap 26 at 12 Off 
Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

WIppison, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Fish Frier Jan 
il Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottiogham 

Wirtry, WILLIAM, Great G:imsby, General Dealer Jan 24 
atll Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

WRAY, CHARLES FREDERICK, Harrogate Jan ‘7 at 2.30 
Off Kec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


BAGNALL, GEORGE MOSE-, Jefferys rd, Clapham rd 
Court Pet Decl Ord Jan 13 

BAYLEY, JOHN MATTHEW, Stretton, nr Stafford, Farmer 
Wolverhampton PetJani4 Ord Jan 14 

BAYLEY, JOSEPH, ARTHUR, and JAME- MORRISS, Leek, 
Staffs, Joineis Macclesfield Pet lec 23 Ord Jan 12 

BELCHER, HERBERT, Brighton Brighton Pet Jan1 Ord 
Jan lst 

BELL, WILLIAM Grangetown, Yorks, 
brough PetJanl4 Ord Jan 14 

BLUNDELL, WILLIAM EDWIN, Wallington, Surrey, Bank 
Clerk Croy on PetJan13 Ord Jan 13 

Brieas, HENRY BERNARD, Castleford, Yorks, Grocer 
Wakefield Pet Jan li Ord Janl4 

CARTER, THOMAS EDWARD, Rotherham, Yorks, Insurance 
Agent Sheffield Pet Jan l4 Ord Jan l4 

Copp, ALFRED CHARLES COLE&ROOK, Charing Cross rd, 
Banker High Court Pet Aug? Ord Jan 13 

DAVIES, JOSEPH EDWARD, Holiand st, Brixton, Secretary 
High Court PetJani3 O:dJan 13 

DAVIES, WILLIAM HOMFREY MONTFORD, Newport, Mon, 
Insurance Agent Newport,Mo: Pet Dec 10 Ord 
Jan 12 

Fox, WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Clerk, 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

GOODSELL, WILLIAM, Southborough, Kent, Antique Dealer 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 12 

HARVEY, ARTHUR SyDNEY, Linden rd, Muswell Hill, Artist 
aud Journalist High Court Pet Janiz Ord Jan 12 

HEeYES, JOHN PARKER, Hart st, Blo _msbury, Journalist 
High Court PetJan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Howakiu, PEexcy, Darlington, Builder Stockton on Tees 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 12 

KELLETT, ABRAM, Birkbeck Bank bldgs., Chancery In, Con 
tractor High Court Pet Aug7 Ord Jan 14 

LEFEVRE, WILLIAM, Guilford pl, Russe!l sq, Director of 
Public Companies High Cour Pet Sept 30 Ord 
Jan 14 

Lyons, Henry, St Cuthbert’s rd, Brondesbury, 
High Court Pet Dec’ Ord Jan13 

MBEICALFE, CHARLES W EST, and BENJAMIN HOYLE, Bing- 
ley Yorks, Commission Weavers bradford Pet Jan 
13 Ord Jan 13 

NEAL, ALFRED WILLIAM, Mortimer st, Regent st, 
Decorator High Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 13 

NELMES, HENRY CHARLES, Tredworth, Glos, Tailor Glou- 
cester Pet Janlz Ord Jau 12 

PELTON, SYDNEY, Dartford, Kent, 
Rochester Pet Dec30 Ord Janl4 

REED, MILION JOHN, Wanstead, Essex, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 

SUMNER, THOMAS J AMES, AnsJeil, Lincs, Grocer Preston 
PetJan1l4 Ord Jan l4 

SURTEKS, JAMES, Darlington, Labourer, Stockton on Tees 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

TAT#, JOHN, Scunthorpe, Lincs 
13 Urd Jan 13 

THOMAS, STANLEY LLEWELYN, Morriston, Swansea, Boot 
Dealer Swansea Pet Jan 1s Ord Jan 13 

WincH, ARTHUR, Exmouth Exeter Pet Jan 12 
Jan 12 

YARWOoD, THOMAS JosEPH, Northwich, Librarian 
wich and U.ewe 7 Ord Jan 10 


24 at 


High 


Grocer Middles- 


Middlesbrough 


Tailor 


Wine Merchant 


Great Grimsby Pet Jan 


Ord 


Nant- 

Pet Jan? 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 2: 


Hoee, HERBERT GEORGE ALEXANDER, Wightman rd, 
Hornsey, Clerk igh Court Pet bec 31 Ord Vee 31 


London Gazette. ~TUESDAY, Jan. 20. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

BALLS, EDWARD NORMAN, Bradfield Saint Clare, Suffolk, 
Farmer bury St Edmunds Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

BOND, GEORGE EDWARD, East Dereham, Norfolk, Cycle 
Agent Norwich Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 

CARTWRIGHT, ALFRED, Loughbo: ough, Moulder Leicester 
Pet J.n 16 Ord Jau 16 

CATCHESIDE, WILLIAM, Newcastle upon Tyne, Commercial 
Traveller Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Jan 165 Ord 
Jan 16 

Garritt, J Austin, Twickenham 
Ord Jan 15 


Brentford Pet Sept 11 


| GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM, Morriston, Swansea, Cycle Dealer 


Ssansea PetJan 15 Urd Jan 15 

GRIME, JOHN FRANCIS, Crewe, Plumber Nantwich 
Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

GRiMsTON, CHARLOTTE JOSEPHINE, Lyndhurst, 
Salisbury Pet Janu 16 Ord Jan 16 

HAD, ERNEST, Frant, Sussex, Grocer 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 

HERBERT, OLIVER, Norovury, Surrey High Court Pet 
Dec 10 Urd Jan 16 

LANGLEY, JAMES MARTIN, Nottingham, Estate Agent's 
Clerk Nottingham Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 14 

MARCHANT, PETER, Anstey, nr Leicester, Sub-Postmaster 
Leicester Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

MERRY, WILLIAM, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Ironfounder 
Birmingham Pet Jvan1l7 Ord Jan 17 

MRETCALFE, JOHN Henry, Darlington, Machinest Stockton 
on Tees Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 

Nokes, GEORGE, Bromsgrove, Builder Worcester Pet 
Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

PHILLIPS, WILLIAM JOHN, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
Window Cleaner Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Jan 16 
Ord Jan 16 

RICHARDS, CHARLES SWINBURNE, Emsworth, Hants, 
Miller Portsmouth Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 


Pet 
Hants, 


Tunbridge Wells 





SANGUINATTI, HEREERT SAMUEL, Jermyn st, Finance Agent 
High Court Pet Nov 21 Ord Jan 15 

SHELDKAKK, W H, Woodside av, South Norwood, Builder 
Croydon Pet Dec16 Ord Jan 14 

SIMPSON, HENRY J, Leicest r, Engineer Pet 
Jan 1 Ord Jan 15 

SMH, ALBERT EpwiIN, Kettering, Boot Manufacturer 
Northampton Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

STaings, J k A, Broad Street pi, Financial Agent High 
Cowt Pet Noviv Ord Jan 16 

STEVENS, THOMAS JOSEPH, Plymouth, Solicitor Plymouth 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 16 

STREET, HENRY, Oldhaw, Motor and Cycle Factor 
Pet Jand Ord Jan 16 

SuMPTER, THOMAS, Market Harborough, Leicester, 
fruiterer Leicester tec Jani6 O:.d Jan 15 

THIELE, KARL, Brighwn, Manager cf a Restaurant High 
Court PetJan is Ord Jan 15 

TRUSLER, ROBERT Cass, Var lington, Boot Repairer Stock- 
ton on lees PetJanl4 Ord Jan 14 

WILLIAMS, ERNEST PERCIVAL, Southampton, Draper 
Southampton PetJan2 Ord Jan 16 

WOOLLEY, DAViw H, Cricklewood, Millinery Manufacturer 
High Court Yet Nov 21 Ord Jan 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

BARMES, CHARLES MAURIOR, High st, Lewisham Jan 
23 a. 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

BAYLEY, JOHN MATTHEW, Stretton, nr Stafford, Farmer 
Jan 28 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolver- 
lampton 

BOOTH, WILSON, Mossley, Lancs, Rubber Reclaimer Jan 
zsat3 Of Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Brows, WILLIAM, Shvtley Bridge, Durham, Saddler Jan 
x8atl) Uff Kec, 30, Moseley st, Newcastie upon Tyne 

CARTWRIGHT, ALFRED, Loughborough, Mouluer Jan 29 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge at, Leizester 

DAWSON, PALLISER, Great Winchester st As previously 
gazetted . 

FENWICK, JOHN THOMAS, Kenton, Northumberland, Far- 
mer Jau z8at 1z Off Kec, 30, Mosiey st, Newcasle 
upon Tyne 

Heav, Eanes’, Frant, Sussex, Grocer Jan 28 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, 124, Marlborough pi, Brighton 

HERKEKT, OLIVER, Fairview rd, Norbury Jan 28 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

KIDDIER, JAMES FREDERICK, Nottingham, Journeyman 
Fitter Jan 28 at 11 Uff Rec, 4, Vastle pl, Park st, 
Notting.am 

MARCHANT, PETER, Anstey, Leicester, Sub postmaster 
Jau28at4 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

MILWARD, GEORGE CLIFFORD, Fulkestone, Hotel Pro- 
prievor Jan 30at1l1 Of Kec, 65a, Uastle st, Canter- 
vury 

NELM&KS, HENRY CHARLES, Tredworth, Glos, Tailor Jan 
29 at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

OETKE, JOHN HENRY, Folkestone Jan 3u at 12 Off Rec, 
(8A, Castle st, Cauterbury 

SANGUINE:TI, HERBERT SAMUEL, Jermyn st, Finance 
Agent Jan 28at12 Bankraptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SHELVRAKE, W H, Woodside av, South Norwoud, Builder 
Jan 23 at 12 132, Yo.k ra, Wesumiuster Bridge rd 

Simp: ON, HENRY J, Leicester, Engineer Jan 2y at 11 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester ‘ 

SUMPTLR, iHOMAS, Market Harborough, Leicester, 
Fruierer Jan 28 at o.30 Off Rec, 1, serridge st, 
Leicester 

THIELE, KARL, Brighton, Manager of a Restaurant Jan 28 
at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMS, ERNEST PERCIVAL, Southampton, Draper Jan 
28 at 11 Off Rec, Midilana Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

WooLLEy, David A, Cricklewood, Millinery Manufacturer 
Jan 2vat12 bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Leicester 


Oldham 


orf 





EFFICIENCY 
AND 
RELIABILITY 


are essential qualities in an In- 

surance Company transacting those 

classes of Insurance of which the 

Legal Professiun has most need. 
The 

LONDON GUARANTEE AND 

ACCIDENT CO. LTD., 

is recognised as possessing these 

qualities. 

Send for full particulars. 
Head Office : 42-45, NEW BROAD, St., 
Lonpon, E.C. 

Telgs. : “‘ Guarantee, Ave,” London- 

Telph. : Londun Wall 2903. 





KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY’S 


ROOMS 

FOR 

JEWELS, FAMILY PLATE, PICTURES, 
FURNITURE, CHINA, 


And all classes of Valuable Property. 
SALES IN COUNTRY HOUSES, FIRE VALUATIONS. 


SALE 





Special Estate Room for Auctions of Real Property 


and Investments, 
20, HANOVER SQUARE, LONDON. 
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urer 
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ster, 
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